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FOREWORD 



This report presents the results of an on-sit.» review of data gathered 
in 1971 by the Consolidated Program Information Report', a survey instru- 
tnent designed to fulfill the data needs of the Office of Education and 
State education agencies in relation to federally funded elementary and 
secondary education programs. 

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates the 
work of the contracting agency— RMC Research Corporation-which per- 
formed the study. NCES personnel-Anita Turner, Harold Nis^elson, -and 
the undersigned— provided guidance in the performance of the study. 



Yeuell Y. Harris, Chief 

Survey Design and Implementation Branch 

Division of Intergovernmental Statistics 
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1 . INTRODUCTION 



In June 1969, representatives of the, Council of Chief State School Officers 
and the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) signed a joint work plan to 
"reduce overlap in Federal reporting requirements and to increase the usefulness 
of data collected for planning and evaluation purposes." To this end the Joint 
Federal- State Task Force on Evaluation agreed to implement a' common survey in- 
strument designed to meet the basic, common management requirements of the Ottice 
of Education (OE) and the State education agencies (SEA's) fot evaluating elemen- 
tary and secondary education programs. 

niis reporting and evaluation system was designed for Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) Titles I. II. HI. V. VI. VII. VIII; National Defense Educa- 
tion Act (NDEA) Title III; the Vocational Education Act (VEA) Amendment of 968 
Adult Basic Education (ABE); Follow Through; and Civil Rights Act (CRA) Title IV. 

In order to meaiire the quantitative impact of these federally aided Programs, 
the Consolidated PrJgram Information Rept,rt (CPIR) was developed and is sent annu- 
ally to a sample of llocal, education agencies (LEA's) throughout the country. 

The CPIR collects statistical information on the fojlowing: 

• number of children and number of schools in the district by pupil 
population groups, grade levels, and services and activities pro- 
vided;' 

• number of staff members by activity and pupil population group 
served, number of staff members participating in Federal programs, 
and Federal expenditures for inservice training by source ot^ funds; 



dollars expended, by source of funds, on pupil population groups, 
services or activities, and by age/grade level; and 



supplemental information appropriate to specific programs, 
ESEA Title III. 



such as 



■ Since the CPIR is intended to collect uniform data from each of the 2.000 
local public school districts in the sample, the National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) was concerned that the data gathered yield an accurate picture 
of Sempact of various programs on target populations. Data validity is impor- 
tLt because t^e data are'inLnded to be a basis of program and budget recommend- 
ations made to Congress by OE. - 



Yet, as anyone who has dealt with surveys is aware, not all questions are 
interpreted in the same way by different people, nor are -all data always report- 
ed accurately. Variations in the accounting systems employed by the LEA's and 
States, differences in definitional terms, and other factors have caused the 
quality of sOme data to be suspect. Therefore, NCES contracted with RMC Research 
Corporation (RMC) in June 1972 to conduct a field validation and an error anal- 
ysis of the CPIR data. 

This validation and error analysis of CPIR data was undertaken to accomplish 
three objectives: ' , 

1. To examine the existence of both systematic and random errors in 
data repdfted on the CPIR forms. 

2. To suggest changes in CPIR procedures, forms, concepts, instruc- 
tions, etc., in order to prevent errors from being repeated in 
future surveys. 

3. To identify the needs for further research in validity study areas. 
The results of this study are presented in this volume. 

Chapter 2 describes the methodology RMC utilized in performing the study, 
discussing both the theoretical questions which underlie the study and the prac- 
tical problems RMC faced and solved. 

Chapter 3 presents the analysis of the case study materials which were col- 
lected during site visits. Included in this chapter is a discussion of common- 
alities, trends across LEA's and States, etc. 

Chapter 4 presents an analysis of the discrepancies found between the data 
collected by RMC and those originaU^ submitted by the LEA. 

Chapter 5 contains a series of recommendations for changes^ in the CPIR in- 
•struments, procedures, and instructions .. The reasons for the recommendations 
are documented and the impact on the CPIR data-collection effort has been dis- 
cussed both in terms of ease of collection and data accuracy. 

A series of appendixes presenting specialized materials developed during the 
study is included. Appendix A contains the Interview Guidelines and CPIR Work- 
sheets, appendix B consists of the site-visit reports prepared as a result of our 
visits to the LEA's, and appendix C consists of the error-resolution sheets com- 
pleted by RMC showing the data collected by RMC, the data submitted by the LEA's, 
the magnitude of the difference, and the reason for the discrepancy. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

Overview 



In performing the validation study on the 1971 Consoli4ated Program Irtfonn- 
ation Report. RMC followed a certain sequence of events necessary for completion. 
The first step RMC undertook was to develop a model, which was accomplished in 
two phases: Phase I. the response-error m9del. and phase II. the methodological 
model. The second step in the study was to develop the analysis plan, designed 
to allow RMC to search for two error distributions: 

• distribution of errors by questionnaire data element, and 

• distribution of errors by type of error. 

The third step was to develop the data- col lection methodology, which consisted 
of an interview with the person who originally completed the CPIR instrument for 
1971 and an independent completion of the CPIR by an RMC ^^jj^ 
basic data sources available at the LEA. In accomplishing this, RMC assembled a 
package of instruments consisting of a series of interview guidelines, the orig- 
inal CPlJlJ^l. and a series of worksheets developed to allow RMC to go from the 
b^sic data sources at the LEA to the CPIR instrument. The ^ ^J^P ^"^^^^.^^"f 
wS selecting the sample LEA's RMC would visit. NCES J^^i^f/fpf ^.^^^Pj^r 
lection, choosing with the purpose of providing a broad range of LEA character 
istics. After developing the methodology. RMC made the site visits, conducted 
Jhe Sierviews, and collected the basic CPIR data. Following thi^. RMC processed 
the Jata and completed the CPIR for each of the LEA's visited. The final step in 
the study was to analyze the data, developing the distribution of errors assign ng 
causes to each, and developing a series of recommendations for changes in the CPIR 
instruments, procedures, and instructions. 

Sample 

At the outset of the study. RMC anticipated visiting 36 sites. 4 i" each of 
9 States Hie plan of visiting 36 sites for data collection was based on the 
original* estimate contained in the RFP of 2 man-days required at each site. 
Soifier RMC found that the early site visits required 8 man-days per site, and 
Srsai^lfSas Sereffre reduced'to 10 sites. Table 1^-shows t»^e number o pupils 
and thTinount of State, local, and Federal funding for each district visited. 

Procedures for Site Visits 

Realizing that in order to receive maximum benefits from ^»»%5i;^«ji^^!j^f 
the LEA level, all data collections must take place in an open atmosphere that was 
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not threatening to LEA personnel. RMC began by contacting by telephone the CPIR 
representative in each of the selected States. The ^lephone conversations were 
followed by letters confirming the contents of the te>phone conversations, spe- 
cifically delineating the type of information the participants would be requested 
to provide during the interview, and identifying the LEk% selected in the State. 
RMC followed a similar procedure for each of the LEA's selected, first contacting 
them by telephone and then following with letters. 

The first step in the validation of the data submitted on the 1971 CPIR was to 
conduct an interview with the individual who had actually completed the form. 
When this was impossible, the interview was conducted with the individual who was 
currently responsible for the LEA's data-collection and reporting efforts. The 
interview was structured by the interview guidelines (contained in appendix A) 
and consisted of 26 questions focusing on some of the known areas of confusion 
fdiscussed in OE's report on the 1972 CPIR briefing sessions), as well, as an 
analysis of the errors occurring most frequently in the 1970 CPIR. Additional 
data were collected concerning background information on the .LEA's accounting 
system (degree of computerization, use of HEW Handbook II. etc.). This CPIR inter- 
view procedure was designed to detect and guard against the i5rincipal causes of 
error^^in the original survey. For example. RMC attempted to ensure that the def- 
initions of the various categories were understood and properly applied. Mo^ljver. 
when exact expenditure information was not available in the LEA records. RMC at- 
tempted to determine whether it was applied uniformly. RMC took care to ensure 
' that interviewet error was minimized by using personnel thorougfily familiar with 
both the CPIR and school-system data. } 

The second step in the validation study was to complete a (/PIR for the 1970-71 
school year, using the LEA's basic data sources. In moving from th|se basic data 
sources to a properly completed CPIR, RMC utilized the 18 worksheet! and their ac- 
companying instructions, also included in appendix A. These worksheets, revised 
after each pretest, proved fully adequate for collecting and reporting the CPIR 
data Thus, the major thrust of the site visit was to gather data which could be 
compared to the datd previously submitted by the LEA to OE. Comparisons were made 
while still in the field, and discrepancies were resolved where possible. 

On returning to the office, RMC completed each of the CPIR's. made comparisons 
and attempted to resolve all the data inconsistencies. Where this was not possible, 
RMC either, contacted the LEA's by teleiftione with the questions or visited the LEA 
again . 

Materials Developed 

In performing this study. RMC developed a comprehensive package of data- 
collection instruments. Ihe rationale for this was itwofold: First, to ensure 
the collection of accurate data across LEA's and, second, to ensure consisten^ 
among the various analysts who were utilized in the data -col lection effort. The 
materials consisted of three separate sections: the interview guidelines, the 
S?Jr ins^r^ent for 1971. and a package of 18 worksheets and their accompanying 
instructions. All of the instruments developed by RMC have been included in 
appendix A. ^ f> 
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The interview guidelines were developed in four basic sections, first 
section consisted of questions concerning general information about the school 
district. Questions in this section included a listing of the Federal programs 
that were in operation during the year, the individuals w^-o were responsible for 
the completion of the CPIR, the role of the State in assisting the LEA's in com- 
pleting the ChR, and information on the necessity for estimating and prorating 
data. The second section contained questions concerning the pupils and schools 
section of the CPIR. This section was designed to collect information about the 
methods the LEA's used to obtain a nonduplicate account of Federal program par- 
ticipants and to learn the definitions thef LEA used for terms ^uch as "low-income 
participating students," "most significant treatment," "general- elementary and 
secondary students," etc. The third section of the interview guidelines com- 
prised questions on staffing. The major item reviewed here was whether the LEA 
included in its staffing matrixes all staff members assigned to Federal projects 
whether wholly, partially, or not at all paid by Federal funds. The last section 
of the guidelines consisted of a series of questions concerning the program ex- 
penditures by the LEA, such as the LEA treatment of carryover funds from the pre- 
ceding or current year, the method utilized to determine the amount of money spent 
in each of the various subject areas' included in direct educational services, ^nd 
whether the LEA utilized the CPIR instruction manual and HEW Handbook II classi- 
fication of accounts. 

The second section of the CPIR validation study instrument consisted of the 
original 1971 CPIR. This instrument was used in its original form to permit RMC 
to collect data comparable to those submitted by the LEA originally and to make 
direct comparisons while searching for errors. 

The third section of instruments developed by RMC consisted of a package of 
data-collection worksheets and their accompanying instructions. Thi^ package 
specified the steps necessary for transferring existing source data from original 
documents at an LEA to the CPIR. These worksheets were designed to permit the 
analysts to record a summary of programs in operation, including the number ot 
pupils involved in both the regular and summer terms, infotmation concerning the 
nonpublic school participation in the programs, the number of staff members as- 
signed to programs, the training conducted for staff members, expenditures by serv- 
ice and activity (following the HEW Handbook II definitions), and State and local 
spending during the school year 1970-71. 

D ata Processing 

The data processing which RMC performed consisted of two phases. The first 
phase was to complete a case study for each of the sites visited, to provide quali- 
tative information about the LEA, the Federal programs in existence, and the rela- 
tionship of the CPIR to local accounting methods. RMC designed an outline allowing 
development, from the data collected oi.site and the responses to the questions in 
the interviews, of a consistent report for each of tffe LEA's. The outline is given 
in table 2 The site-visit reports have been included as appendix B to this report. 
The second section of the data- processing aspect of this study was quantitative in 
nature, consisting of the determination of errors in the data collected. 

^ 1 
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RMC's format for presenting the data collected onsite and the errors found 
in the data is shown in table 3, a table shell for error resolution. The com- 
pleted table shells have been included as appendix C to this report. TTiese tables 
were prepared to permit RMC to determine the gross and net error rates, for each 
data element in the CPIR. 

Description of the Analyses 

As previously stated, RMC searched for two distributions of errors: 

• those by questionn'aire data element, and 

• those by type of error. 

Consequently, we concentrated our analysis on those areas appearing with high 
frequency. In the first case, we reviewed those data elements in which error? 
were most frequently made regardless of the type or cause of error. From this 
review, RMC determined which data element or columns, matrixes, or sections con- 
tained the greatest error in the CPIR 1971 apd thus deserved the most careful re- 
view in the CPIR 1972 and 1973 analyses. A review of the frequency of each type 
of error (arithmetic, transcription, ^etc.) allowed RMC to determine whether a 
need existed for'sp-cial instructions. 

Basic statistical analyses focused on the computation of gross difference . 
rates and net difference rates for items reported in the CPIR and also for such 
classes of items as expenditures, staffing, and participation. Difference^rates 
were computed between the RMC-vaiidated data and the school -district-reported 
data.' Whenever there were wide differences between the actual data and the re- 
ported data, RMC conducted a resolution interview to determine the cause ot the 
error. We realize that with the small sample this statistical analysis is not 
totally conclusive. However, it can provide necessary directions for a tull- 
scale implementation of the study. An analysis of the case study materials RMC 
collected during the study is presented in chapter 3 and an evaluation of all the 
errors is presented in chapter 4. 
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Table 2 

LEA SJTE VISIT REPuRT OUTLINE 

I. School district description 
Al Size 

1. Pupils--total, elementary, secondary 

2. Staff--total 

' 3/ Expenditures --State and local 
4. Schools--elementary, secondary 

B. Federal fundbig-- amount (1970-71) r 

Type/source of funds 



Table 1: Operating Federal Programs: 1970-71 



Fed. Program 
Source 


Expenditures 
9/1970-8/1971 




1 



^ . LEA contacts 

1. Person and title 

2. Type of assistance provided 

II. Description of school district records 

A. Pupil records 

B. Staffing records 

C. Expenditure records 

III. Description of the LEA process of completing the CPIR 



A. Introduction 
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1. Who completed CPIR, title 

2. Time required 

3. Assistance providec' by State 

4. Estimation vs. actual data 

5. Problems encountered 

B. Pupils and schools ^ 

Staffing 
D. Expenditure^ 



* Table 3 . 

TABLE SHfLL FOR EtlROR RESOLUTION 
lacorrectly Reported Data 

o 



■r 

CPUl Location 


CPIR Data 




* 

Error 
Code 


Matrix 


"Line 


1 

Column 1 


RMC f * 


Orielnil 


Difference 
^ 
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3. ANALYSIS OF CASE STUDY MATERIAL^ 
• / - . ... 

Asiiestribed in chapter ^ and discussed in detail in appendix B, RMC visited 

a crosfsection of school districts .firing the course of the study. The school 

districts were quite varied in their characteristics , as may be seen below: 

\ The school districts' ranged in size from 955 to 192,458 students, 
with distribution by stratum as follows: 

Stratum 12 , 

Stratum 2-0 *4 

Stratlim SO • ' . 

Stratum 4 4 " J ^ 

Stratum 5 5 

• Total expenditugre^per pupil varied from $584 to $1,544. 

• , Federal revenues'^er pupil ranged from $12.51 to $84.93. 



■ • Nonpublic school^ in six school districts were not. involved . 
in Federal oprograms but they. did participate in five LEA s, 
their participation ranging ^rom eight pupils in one district 
to thousands of pupils in some others. 

• . £PI^ completion varied as follows: * ^ 

LEA only 7 
f-^ SEA only 2 

LEA and SEA 1 1^ 
LEA and USOE 1 

Thus while the sample was not large enough to permit stafistically valid 
• statements to be made, it did provide a broad range of characteristics which 
/ - anowed^ to search for errors of all types and causes, a condition which would 
not have been possible with a more uniform sample. 

In general, the individual who completed the CPIR at the LEA was quite pre- 
dictable at arge LEA'S, the CPIR was completed in the office of statistical 
dictdble. , the CPIR was completed by the coordinator of 

Tedlr^l^^rfgr L "o n^^he^ESE^ nu Incompleting the CPIR, the 

respondent would'rarely search for data that were not i^^^J-^J^iy.JJ^f °, ^"and 
stronely relying on project applications and budgets rather than final , reports ana 
actual exnendUures t4 former data sources often presented the projected data. 
/ n a format ^ilf ermlSed it to be transferred to ^he CPIR much jre easi y han 
^the latter sources. E^^n though the respondents generally realized the inherent 
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limitations of the use of applications and budgets in reporting project-end data, 
they are likely to continue to utilize these sources as long as the formats remain 
similar and as long as the CPIR is viewed as a significant imposition. 

With regard to this latter observation, the CPIR seriously suffers from three 
strongly held criticisms: 

. 1.. The size of the instrument in terms of the detail required is too great. 

2. There is a considerable amount of redundancy both within the CPIR and 
between the CFIR and other data-collection efforts. 

'3. The data are collected but never used. 

The first criticisn. (that of the size of the instrument) is one that was 
voiced by each respondent interviewed during the study. The CPIR instrument 
of 45 pages combined with the 66-page instruction manual comprises an imposing 
package for the respondent, expecially for the small school districrs which 
have limited staff. The quantity of data requested f.nd«%he detail required 
place a strain on the staffs of all school districts included in the sample. 
One comment made by a school district Included in the 1970 CPIR reflects the 
feelings of a number of LEA's, stating that: "Any reporting program that must 
have 70 pages of instructions for form completion is in need of massive and 
immed^te change." - . 

That the CPIR results in a great degree of redundancy is also a very- common 
opinion. RMC saw an example of the reason for this feeling during the visit to 
a siate education agency in New England. RMC learned that the State department 
of education requires that school districts ■ complete and submit to the State 
over 170 forms of varying length and complexity concerning the operation of its 
programs throughout the vear. In addition to these forms, many school districts 
are required to complef^ the Statistical Survey of Elementary Schools (SSES) . 
various sections of the Elementary-Secondary General Information System (ELSEGIS) 
the Census of Government Survey of Local Government Finances and Employment--Locai 
• School andSJollegc' Systems, the CPIR and other Federal forms, each of these 
forms- collects similar types of data in terms of school-district descriptors and 
participation, staffing, and expenditures of Federal and other school district 
programs, respondents viewed them as merely repetitive and resented them. 

The final general criticism deals with the uses to which the data are^ put. 
Once the CPIR is completed by the school district, it loses contact with the data 
completely. Contact is not .maintained between OE and the respondent concerning 
the validity of the data submitted, nor do the school districts receive a copy of 
the reports produced from the data. On a survey of the magnitude of the ^PIJ' 
is cssential'that school districts be mad. to feel that their efforts contribue 
significantly to the improvement of educational programs. One or both ^'^"e 
ajrolches would solve this problem. In this light almost all of the -divi^uals 
wilh whom RMC had contact welcomed the validity study performed by RMC for NCES 
-not merely because it involved a search for errors in the ^^J^^' ^"^.^^"f 
■someone was interested -nough in the problems and opinions of the SLA and LEA per 
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In addition to thcbe general comments. 5ome more specific comments regarding 
the CPIR sections included: 

Vario us individuals comulete.the Cp\r : While the respondent for the CPIR is 
gene rally the coordi nator- of FedgrlTl^rams . often different persons would com- 
plete different portions of the CPIR. yielding inconsistent results among sections. 
This was especially tho. case in the me'diun-sized schoo districts where the coor-^ 
dinator of Federal programs felt he lacked sufficient data to respond to the form 
without assistance. 

Many programs are not reported : Tlus observation was true in almost every 
StatT^^ifcdT The individS^r^ completed the CPIR would enter all the programs 
he could remember (usually the large progr^s in terms of dollars), but this often 
meant that he missed some programs, especi^ally the small ones. Programs that were 
not reported include Drug Education. National For-st-Shared Revenues. ESEA Txt e 
III. and Vocational Education. When this is combined with the next two general 
observations, it becomes evident that there is a serious amount of underreporting 
on the CPIR. 

Programs onerated by intermediate agencies are not reported : Unless the 
school district is directly responsible tor administrating a program and has 
actually received program funds, the program is frequently not reported on the 
CPIR. In example of this is the case of the LEA's v.isited in a north-central 
State. In these school districts, the ESEA Title III. Neighborhood Youth x 
Corps, and Head Start programs were all operated by intermediate Jg^""^J^^°"^ 
which the district had no information. Thus, this was a problem for validation 
of the CPIR's. as the LEA's had no records to indicate the existence of these 
programs and they were discovered only through considerable research J^'^^^ ^ 
no way to be certain that all of the programs were reported ej^en ^ith the effort 
that was put forth. The CPIR instrument requests a count of pupils=-'who parti- 
cipated in Federal programs." implying that- part icipat ion in al 1 Federa pro- 
grLs listed in the Instruction Manual should be included. Fhe Instruction 
ManuL, on the other hand, lists "Federal sources from which your district may 
be receiving funds." indicating that the determining criterion is the district s 
receipt of funds. NCES should decide whether programs of this type are to be 
included and. if so. instructions to this effect should be included m the CUR. 
as current instructions are ambiguous at best. 

. Programs operated by non public school districts are often not r eported: 
Puli lie school systems believe that the response burden for the Federal programs 
they operate is great 'enough without the extra effort required to report programs 
Sfera^ed b/ninpublic schools. In some cases, the school district would contact 
the nonpublic school for data, but this was usually done by telephone with a mini- 
mal amount of information required. A specialized aSllection method snould be 
d^;veloped to gather data from nonpublic schools, as discussed in chapter 5. 

' Joint State-F ederal nrngrams are usuaUy re ^ortecLHlcorrg^ For programs 
that-TT^^^iPil^lT-fnHd^d-^^ -hool districts can man- 

age data reporting. Those programs that are funded jointly by the State and Fed 
eral Governments present a serious problem for the respondents, however ^r he 
support of programs such as school lunch anc^ ^nr.-,tional education, school districts 



typically receive one check from the State with neither the source of funds nor 
the portion provided by the State and Federal Governments shown. The result ot 
this condition is that school districts typically report the programs as funded 
entirely out of State or Federal sources, with the tendency toward the latter. 

The fiscal and academic years typically do not coincide : This is not a new 
problem with the CPIR, and has been obvious for some time. Unfortunately, some 
school districts are sttll not aware of the disx:repancy , especially those small 
districts that only occasionally complete the CPIR. The adjustment of all data 
(especially financial) to the time frame required for the CPI5 is a genuine burden 
for the respondents, and few do it correctly. Even when the conversion from one 
year to the other was attempted, items such as PICA, State retirement, and insur- 
ance payments which are ma4 quarterly, and goods and services for which the m- 
voice is paid in a different time period, are rarely handled correctly. Where 
the summer progr^s are approximately the same size and provide the same seryices 
using similar inputs, the differences are small. This obviously is not the Case 
where program ^^ize or emphasis changes. The time frame must be stressed and noted 
in large type on the form. Instructions should be written to assist the school 
districts in translating the^r fiscal yea? to the CPIR reporting year. 

The remedia l/nonremedial split is arbitrary : With the changes in teaching 
techniques and the prpl iteration of specialized programs, the distinction between 
what is remedial and what is nonremedial is becoming increasingly blurred. What 
may once have been clear has now become a matter of judgment, and often it was — ^ 
not possible to be completely certain of the proper category in which to place a^ 
given program. This problem has been resolved in the 1972 CPIR. 

Staffing sec tion is extremely difficult, not impossible, to complete accu- 
rately: By far the most difficult section of the CPIR to validate ^and, from our 
THI^iews, to complete) was the staffing section. The two major difficulties were 
with staff "involved" in the programs and staff training. Ihe definition ot the 
term involved is not specified and the word may be interpreted to include only - 
those who teach, administer, or observe in the classroom. The full-time equiva- 
lent approach taken in the 1972 CPIR will help, but may over- or understate the 
involvement depending on iterpretation. Also, a definition is needed to determine 
how far up the administrative ladder the respondent should report administrative 
involvement. TTieoretically , at least, the superintendent of schools in a large 
system is involved in the ESEA Title I program, although his level of involvement 
is likely to be quite lo<.. RMC believes that the approach to be taken in the CPIR 
staffing section should be such that whatever data are reported are accurate and 
can be validated. "Involved with," "assigned to," and "engaged in" are extremely 
loose and subject to wide interpretation. We suggest that the reporting ^taff 
should be limited to paid staff only, with provisions made to handle all others it 
justified by user need. 

Staff training was equally difficult. Formal training sessions held away from 
the scXool district will usually be reported, as expenditures will have been made, 
but fo^l training in-house or more casual training programs will fee niissed or 
ignored. ^xTTie latter is especially true when there are no direct co.ts incurred 
for the training. A statement is needed concerning the types of ^^^^"^"g ^° 
Mcludcd (e g., 1-hour discussion sessions) in a succinct fashion, with the clear 
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undor.tandini; that a large proportion of the training will lymain unreported. 

Allocations rather than expenditures are often reported : It is typically much 
casiITf^TThrs^d^^diTIficts to complete the CPIR if they work from program 
applications than to research interim and final reports and other records for ac- 
tual data Unfortunately, the differences between the data found in these two 
sources are substantial, with applications proving to be very inaccurate sources. 
In cases where the State completes the forms, applications are generally used be- 
cause final reports are often not available. It is Critical to stress in the CPIR 
that actual expenditures are to be reported, not proposed expenditures as s^own in 
project applications. 

Total number o f participants is difficult to ascertain : The CPIR instructions 
are H^t specific as to whether it is interested in the number of program partici- 
pants at" a given point in time, or whether the figure is to include the total num- 
ber of students served, or perhaps something in between, such as a modified full- 
time equivalent. Naturally, the difference in the data reported can be substant- 
ial If a program provides services for 30 different pupils each month, it would 
be possible to report either 30 (for students at a point in time or for PTE) or 
270 (30 different pupils in each of 9 months). Specific problems are encountered 
with reporting participation in general programs (those not specifically designed 
to meet the needs of a particular population group), such as- school lunch, ESEA 
Title IV, and NDEA Title III. It appears to be clear through the site visits that 
each student in a school "district received services from these programs when they 
were in operation, if only for a few lunches or books or equipment purchased 
through Federal programs. Further, no account is taken of the fact that the pro- 
gram may be servi1>g two types of participants whose training may vary considerably 
In length and/or intensity. Both would be reported identically under the current 
format. Some survey forms have been designed to take into account both the prim- 
ary and secondary participants in Federal projects, «f J^^i^j"^ f 
yielding a measure.^f the intensity of services provided. RMC believes that a 
strict definitioi^jt)articipation should be made that is consistent with user 
need. 

•nic >^ubject area breakdow n is arbitrar y: With the introduction of new teach- 
ing ^Fr^^^^feriii^d^mprehensive programs, the distinctions among the various 
basic skills listed in matrixes 5-12 (i.e., English language arts, reading, and 
social seicnce/social studies, and natural science and mathematics) are not clear 
and pupil a;iocation becomes quite arbitrary. The answer to the problem is un- 
clear, but NCES should be aware of the difficulties existing in tnis area and 
should be certain that the subject areas are included only to the extent that thex 
are responsive to user need. ^ \ 

Incomplete program orientation: In validating the CPIR all record checks 
wcrc'mTde uTi^gl^gTiin^uT^rT^ In translating that to the CPIR only the 
:x;:.nrture "nd staff training are reported on a program basis, -^h Participa ion 
and staffing reported on the basis of pupil population groups. As the "^^^ "^f 
for th.s typo of data is at the program level, the instrument should be revised to 
rcHect those needs. [-his revision would, of necessity, be extensive but it would 
inorea.-,e the utility of the CPIR. * iy 
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T otals for elementary and secondary participation are erroneous : The CPIR 
instructions permit the school districts to define pupils as either elementary 
or secondary, depending on the respective State's definition. This leads to a 
significant inconsistency, as elementary may be defined to include grades 1-6, 
1-7, or 1-8, so that totals become meaningless. 
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4. ANALYSIS OF ERRORS 

This chapter addresses the errors found as a result of RMC's independent com- 
pletion of the CPIR. As such, this chapter will deal only with what is wrong 
with the CPIR and will not discuss what is correct. While we have reported all 
errors discovered, we have concentrated mainly on systematic errors, those either 
by type or by data element which appear with great frequency. 

A thorough understanding of the total data- generation and -collection processes 
and recordkeeping practices was essential for an effective review or data-valida- 
tion study. Thus RMC developed a model to serve as a guide for project activities. 
Using operational terras, the model was designed 

• to provide a background for interpreting and evaluating observed 
disc:repancies in the data validated, 

• to provide a schematic method for field interviewers to under- 
stand the data-generation and -collection processes at the LEA 
and SEA levels, and 

• to translate the initial findings of the project team into a pre- 
liminary report on the revisions necessary in the CPIR. 

The model presented in this report was developed on the basis of interviews 
with SEA and LEA personnel directly involved in planning, coordinating, and evalu- 
ating Federal program operations at the LEA level. The model was then pretested, 
revised, and implemented in the project. ♦ 

As a result of the initial discussions, the approach to the data-collection 
effort was shifted from the SEA level, as originally envisioned in the RFP and 
proposal, to the LEA level. The States contacted during our design work indicated 
that little or no data were available for CPIR validation at the State level and 
that all expenditure, staffing, and participant data would have to be developed at 
the LEA level. Only a few States had records that were usable at the SEA level. 
Therefore, RMC developed the validation model for the LEA level and, where neces- 
sary, modified it to fit those States with data available at the State level. 

Response -Error Model 

There arc two distributions of errors with which the model must be concerned: 
» • distribution of errors by questionnaire data element, and 

• distribution of errors by type of error. 

ri 
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RMC reviewed individual data elements in the CPIR. noting all errors. Aggrega- 
tion across pupil population groups, staffing functions, program area, service, 
etc , followed in order to search for systematic rather than random errors. 
RMC then reviewed both the magnitude and the frequency of appearance of the 
errors. 

There are a number of ways in which errors may be entered into the original 
data. Knowledge of these is important in order to search for them in a review 
of previously completed CPIR's and to prevent them from occurring in the CPIR in- 
strument that was completed for validation purposes. While the categories ot 
errors are not mutually exclusive, it is useful to categorize them for analytical 
purposes. From our experience in editing the CPIR and our discussion with SEA 
and LEA personnel, we think the principal types of errors that may have entered 
the CPIR- 71 forms are: 



1. 


Arithmetic errors 


7. 


Lack of thoroughness 




2. 


Definitional errors 


8. 


Lack of source data 




3. 


Estimation errors 


9. 


Misunderstood instructions 




4. 


Formatting errors 


10. 


Repeat (carry-over) errors 


(this 
unless 






includes total line errors 


5. 


Timing errors 




they were arithmetic) 




6. 


Transcription errors 


11. 


Other--specify 





1 2 . Unknown 

Arithmetic errors occur in the basic addition or subtraction used to build 
the CPIk records, or where a percentage of the LEA figure was incorrectly calcul- 
lated and entered on the CPIR form. 

Definitional inconsistencies occur when the SEA or LEA utilizes a different 
definition than OE used for the same term. Examples of this occur m the varying 
definitions of low- income, handicapped, and potential dropouts. 

EstiThation errors occur when the respondent had no data at hand for a given 
dat a element and was forced to make an estimate. Further, estimation errors may 
occur where data are partially recorded on LEA records or where an incorrect pro- 
ration method was employed. V 

Formatting errors arise because data are maintained at the SEA or LEA in a 
diff erent format from that required for completion of the CPIR. I^is type of 
error will generally be found in conjunction with one or more of the errors previ 
ously described.' 

liming errors occur when more accurate data became available after the CPIR 
was completed. r^.'v 
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Transcription errors occur when numbers are incorrectly transcribed from 
one form (or matrix) to another. 

Lack of thoroughness . This -ode is used when there appears to be no reason 
for an error other than respondent carelessness. 

Lack of source data . Errors of this nature occur when required data are not 
available to the respondent. 

Misunderst ood instructions . This type of error occurs when the respondent 
does not understand the instructions given in either the CPIR instrument or the 
instruction manual . 

, R^eat (carryover-! errors are solely the results of previously reported 
erroneous entries. 

Other errors are all errors for which a cause is known other than those above. 
Unknown errors are those errors for which the analyst is unable to assign a 



cause. 



The response- error model was implemented within a methodological framework 
Is shown in figure 1. This operational methodology was developed to show the 
logical flow of events in validating CPIR data, delineating each step from the. 
start of the fieldwork to final report publication. 

Evaluation of Errors 

This section discusses the crro-s RMC found during its site visits to the . 
LEA'S. As previously described, two- types of error may enter into the LFIR: 
random and systematic. Although RMC reported all errors (incuding random errors) 
we placed much more emphasis on the systematic -errors and will concentrate on those 
in Ithis report. We will begin with an analysis pf error by type or ^au^^' ^^^^ . 
present an evaluation of the errors by CPIR matrix and section, and, finally, will 
present an analysis of the gross and net error rates where the data permit this 
type of analysis. 

Analysis of Errors by Type of Error * 

Table 4 and figure 2 present a summary of the errors found by type or cause 
of error. These two illustrations show the most common type of error RMC to^nd 
;L 10-repeat., or carryover errors. Over 31 percent of all the errors RMC found 
were of this type. The reason this error appears with such frequency ^^^h^t al- 
most all matrixes required that data entering a given cell be summed with those , 
of other cells to provide a total. In the expenditure matrixes, jn "ror in one 
of the data elements for direct educative services would be repeated on line 45, 
Total Current Operating Expenditures, and line 53, I^^^^^^P^^'^^l^^^"' -^"^ 
column, and would be carried over in the same line to column p. Total Federal Ex 
penditures. Little can be done to eliminate errors of this type, as the> are 
merely repeats of previous errors. The main emphasis must therefore be placed on 
eliminating the various other types of errors. 

on 
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Figure 1: OPERATIONAL METHODOLOGY ^ 
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The second most com type of error that appeared in the CPIR's can be 
attributed solely to the lack of thoroughness on the part of the respondent. 
RMC thought that these errors did not result from misunderstanding the instruc- 
tions or definitions, a lack of source data, or some other reason. }ftien we de- 
velope'd'the model as a basis for this study, we included lack of thoroughness as 
one of the possible sources of error, and estimated that this error type would 
occur very infrequently. Thus,., it was quite surprising to learn that over 25 
percent of all the errors reported on the CPIR were a result of this. The reason 
this type of error appears* on the CPIR is due more to the state of mind of the 
individual completing thft form than the stiite of LEA data reporting. Thus, the 
only way this type of ' error'-can be elinjinited from the CPIR form is to reduce the 
burden on the respondents, to provide them with feedback so that they believe the 
data are useful to OE and program management, and to make them understand that 
the validity of the data is important, as decisions will be based on the numbers. 

The third most common typ/ of error was due to misunderstanding the instruc- 
tions included with the CPIR forms. Examples of this erro^type; follow: 

1 In the Pupils and Schools Section, Matrix 3, Column b, school districts 
^would occasionally report only those pupils participating in a Federal 
program in the district during that year, and not all pupils who could 
be ca-Rgorized by the specific descrip^ives such as children from low - 
income areas, handicapped children, etc. In matrix 5, occasionaJly 
'school districts would not show that low-income pupils benetited by or 
received services from the ESEA Title II program, and would report the 
program as^ serving only the general elementary and secondary pupil pop- 
ulation. 

1. .la the staffing matrixel respondents would frequently report only those 

• staff members paid by F^eral funds and would not include all those staff , 
members involved with the propams, as they were directed to by the 
instructions. 

3. In the Expenditure Section, respondents would frequently include as re- 

• ceipts from Feaer^l sources for vocational educational or school lunch 
program, all funds received by the school districts from both State and 
Federal^sources . 

4. In the Supplemental Matrixes section, and in Matrix 52 iq, particular, 
school districts would frequently report only those teachers directly 
dealing with ESEA Titl. II services, and would not report all school 
district personnel, as they were directed to by the instructions. 

NCES has taken a major step in reducing the frequency with which instructional 
errors will appear on the CPIR by joining the instructional manual with the LFIR 
instrument. This was not. the case with CPIR^1971. By bringing the instructions 
closer to the CPIR matrixes ther.sslves, respondents are much more likely to ledu 
the instructions iir.d use them when completing the form. NCES then began printing 
the major instructions in red, drawing the respondents' attention to them. Both 
these steps must be continued. In addition, each of the instructions should be 
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in light of the types of errors found in this study in order to revise them so 
there will be less confusion. * 

f ^ 

The fourth most common'. type of error found on the CPIR's had to do with de- 
finitional incnnsistenci^. Included here are differences between Federal and 
State definitions for a term and differences among LEA's within a State. 

1 Staff participating in Federal projects is variously defined among the 
- school districts. Frequently, school districts would not define admin- 
istrators as having any involvement with a federal project unless that 
administrator was directly resp^sible for the funding. 

2. There are various definitions for what constitutes' a low- income family 
among the States and school districts included in the sample. The 
definition in the CPIR for low-income families includes only families 
with less than- $2,000. in annual, income. Although respondents were di- 
rected to use whatever number was used by their State to define a low- 
income family, this inconsistency yielded an unusable figure for low- 
income residents served by the^school districts. 

> • J}- 

3. The term testing was variously defined by the LEA's included in ^fe 
sample. For some, the term meant a formalized testing procedure 
designed for a specific end, while for others it included the normal 
use of testing in classr6om activities. 

■ 4. Tl-.e definition" for an ESEA Title II teacher was misunderstood by most 
respondents to the survey. This definition needs to be clearly stat^. 
and included in the CPIR itself. 

Estimation and proration errors were the fifth most common type made by 
respondents to the CPIR survey These errors included an incorrect proration 
of expenditures by service and activity, and improper estimation of pupils served 
by programs s^ch as national school lunch and NDEA Title HI. To eliminate esti- 
matien and proration erro^ requires defining clearly the methodology to be jised. 
in making the estimation and having the respondents indicate when the data have 
been estimated, as is done with the ELSEGiS finance form. 

t 

^Timing errors accounted for 4.4 percent of all drrpri reported in the CPIR 
stucfy. These errors were especially coiniiion when the State completed the CPIR's 
rather than the school districts themselves. The only way these errors can be 
eliminated is lor NCES to strongly suggest that the CPIR's be completed by the 
school districts and not by the State. 

Slightly over 4 percent of the total errors in this study fall into tl^ cat- 
egory of "other.'' There was no particular pattern of types of errors found here, 
hence there is Uttle NCES can do to eliminate these errors. 

Lack of source data was the cause ot 3.7 percent ofi all the errors in udta 
reported. The two areas in which this was especially tVe were reporting data 
for nonpublic school participation in Federal progranis, and the intermediate- 
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size school districts where the individual who was completing the form was not 
completely informed of all aspects of the programs in his district. These errors 
Z\e eliminated if the school districts know what types of data will required 
of them and if these data requirements remain consistent for a number of years. 

Formatting errors ranked ninth in the list of error causes. TTiese errors 
will be particularly difficult for NCES eg eliminate, as they result from differ- 
ing data requirements placed on the school districts by their respective States. 
As discussed previously, once States and school districts become aware of the 
data requirements that OE will place on them, they will be better able to respond 
to these needs. OE has the unique opportunity to pursue this now with the intro- 
duction of the revised Handbook II. This new handbook should be apcompanied by 
technical as^i.tance to the States to implement it fully, and OE should make States 
aware of the data requirements. ^ 

Errors o£ unknown cause were the 10th most frequent type RMC found. This 

error code'' was used oi^iy when RMC was unable to detennine the^ause f°^ ^he error 
made by the School district in completing the CPIR. As the cause for the error 
remains unknown, nothing can be done to eliminate these errors at this time. 

Slights over 1 percent of all the errors encountered in the CPIR were defined 
as tranLriJuon errors. These occurred when school districts errdneous y tran- 
scribed data from their sources to the CPIR. or among matrixes of the CPIR 
Clearer definitions and reduction of the data-reportirrg burden on the school dis- 
tricts will help to elimin£^te these errors. 

•ni% least frequently occurring errors on the CRIR were arithmetic ones. 
Thesrconstituted^nly. half of 1 percent of all errors found, ^h^f^ ^"""^'"^y^^ 
be eliminated by not requiring the respondent to total the data entered in a line 
or column and by doing ^the calculations by computer. 

Error Analysis by CPIR Matrix and Section ^ 

Tables 5 and 6 present a summary of the errors discovered in the CPIR by 
matrix and section, respectively. If 6ne reviews the errors indicatea in table 
^ li appcarsliat the best secUon in terms of frequency of errors w.s the Pupil 
Summary Section. Matrixes 2-4. while the worst, in terms of errors was Jhe 
Expenditure Section. Matrixes 30-46. In all. the Pupil Summary Section (Matrixes 
2-Tcontained the best data in eight o£ the nine sample districts, the n^nth 
being ?Se Supplemental Matrixes ^Matrixes 47-02). the Expenditure Section was 
the Sorst in six cases in terms of errors discovered, with the Staff Section 
tLrVis 13-22). the Staff Training Section (Matrixes 23-29) .and the S^ple- 
mental Matrixes (Matrixes 47-62) the worst ^" ^Jl .?"^;5"s^^Jf tf^n. 

this would contradict the statement made earlier that the ^5^^^^"^ ^jf^ Tj^'^" 
ing Matrixes were the worst in terms of data reported and ^^e most difficult 
nvprall to complete In fact, the statement remains true. Adequate data are 
;;;ica ij noHiaUable to co;plete the forms initially or to provide a thorough 
SJd!tion for the Staff Section. Had better data been available to RMC we 
tS Jk Jie Sta« Section and Staff Training Section would have contained the 
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most errors. We anticipated that the Pupil Summary Section (Matrixes: 2-4) would 
prove to be the most accurate. This section reports data on the total member- 
ship in public schools. Federal program participants (with the exception of «ose 
participating in general elementary and secondary school programs), the number of 
pupils in the district who can be classified as coming from low- income families 
or as handicapped, migrant, etc.. and the total number of program participants 
from each of the preceding areas. When these relatively accurate data must be 
allocated to specific services and activities, as is the case in matrixes b-l^. 
the percentage of errors increases significantly. Whereas, only 42 Percent of 
the da^a reported contained errors in the Pupil Summary Section, over 77 percent 
of the data reported in matrixes 7-12 contained errors. We did not anticipate 
at the start of the study that the Expenditure Matrixes would contain the greatest 
number of errors. Retrospectively, however, this should have been anticipated for 
the following reasons: 

• relatively detailed data from program financial reports were 
available to RMC, and 

' • each error in the Pupil Summary Section yields a corresponding 
error in the Expenditure Section. The reason for this is that 
ir. the absence of a methodology which fully allocates precise 
program costs to each participant, expenditures must be prorated 
pn the basis of the total number of pupils receiving each of the 
specific services and activities. 

Table 5 presents an error summary by CPIR matrix. The table indicates that 
data were reported in 4S of the 62 CPIR matrixes Of ^^ese 45 matrixes, only 2 
reported only correct data, while 12 reported only incorrect data. The matrixes 
which reported only correct data were 1 and 53. The matrixes which reported only 
i^correc? data were 5, 17, 18, 40, 45, 46 and 57-62. Seven matrixes insisted 
of data which were correct the Majority of the time: 1, 2, 6, 24, 2b, 4/, ana 
Reviewtng table 5 on a matrix-by-LEA basis indicates that a majority of the school 
d!stric?s xeporting data had a majority of M data reported correct in 10 cases, 
wii e the majority of the school districts rep.?rting data had a majority of the 
reported data in error for 37 matrixes. Interestingly, reviewing the data on 
?his Jasis ndicates thac the Staff Training Section and Supplementary Matrixes 
Section appears to be the easiest to complete on an ^ 
of the school districts. Again, especially in the case of.Jhe Staff Training 
Section Matrixes, this is likely because data were not available for RMC to use 
in its validation study. 



Totally Erroneous Data 

Table 7 contains a listing of the frequency wUh which school districts re- 
ported data that were completely erroneous. For this study, the term completely 
e rroneous is defined such that either the school district entered data in a 
specific 'data element on the CPIR, while the RMC validation study found that no 
data should have been entered in this element, or that the school district did 
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not report data in a specific data element, while RMC found that data shou d have 
been r^orted. In other words, rather than the error being that the school dis- 
trict reported three rather than two teachers, the error occurred when the school 
district reported 'no teachers, while RMC found that two were assigned to the Feo- 
eral program. In total, over 41 percent of all data reported on the CPIR con- 
tained errors of this type, ranging from only 13 percent in District B to 
over 62 percent in District C • 

Gross and Net Eyror Rates 

The final portion of the error analysis for tBis project consists of an 
evaluation of the gross and net error rates for the data reported on the CPIR. 
Unfortunately, because of the limited sample involved in the CPIR (only nine 
school districts providfed data), a complete error analysis of this type could 
not be performed. Therefore, we will discuss those data elements which were re- 
ported with great enough frequency to admit an analysis. 

Table 8 contains the gross and net error rates for significant data elements 
in the CPIR to which five or more respondents in the sample reported data. This 
table indicates there is a considerable amount of underreporting of data on the 
CPIR Of the 55 data elements included in this table, 16 had errors in excess ot 
the true value of the data, while 39 reported data at less than the true value^ 
Ihis fact was consistent for the majority of the sections of the CPIR, as can De 
seen from table 9. While the sample is small, and projection iifto national 
totals is unreliable, if this condition were to prove true on a national basis, 
it would indicate that the CPIR is reporting a smaller impact for Federal pro- 
grams than these programs actually have on the school districts. 
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'Table 8 
GROSS AND NET ERROP RATES 



CPIR Data Element 


Total' 
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Table 9 

SUMMARY OF NET ERROR RATES BY CPIR SECTION 







Frequency 


Frequency 




Total Data 


That Data 


That Data 


CPIR Section 
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Were Less Than 
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True Value 


True Value 


Pupil Summary (Mx 2-4) 


8 


2 


6 


PupiJ Activities (Mx 5-12) 
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1 


6 


Staff (Mx 13-22) 


5 
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Staff Training (^L\ 23-28) 
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter is a direct outgrowth of the material covered in the preceding' 
two chapters which discussed the site visits RMC performed and the errors we 
discovered m the CPIR's completed for the sample school districts. The rec- 
oiranendations coyer four areas: 

t general recommendations, 

• recommendations concerning instructions, 

• recommendations concerning the CPIR instrument, and 

• recommendations for further research^j*^ 
General Recommendations 

Provid e technical ass i stance to States- NCES should attempt to provide two 
tvoe s of technical assist ance to States: direct information and guidance and 
technical assistance funds. The first area is being addressed currently through 
^% c;nf r:ncera:;d letters from DIS-NCES. but must ^'^ -"^ni.:;"?.^;^^^^^": V 
This type of technical assistance could reduce the number of definitional errors, 
I^ior due to misunderstood instructions, and particularly those errors resulting 
from a lack of thoroughness on the part of respondents. The second area may ^ 
pJo^e to be impossible because of lack of funds, but tecJmical ^""f ' 

naid to States as is done for ELSEGIS. could measurably improve the quality of 
?h data r^poried ^is .tep would permit the States to -"^"f , J"^";"?,™: 
inL and review sessions or to complete the CPIR's themselves (although this 
Jarti^ty conflicts with the next 'recommendation), and would provide incentive 
^oJiie States to focus more attention on what is done regarding completion of 
the CPIR. - ' , 

Attempt to have all CPIR's completed at the s chool d|^^'^^^V"^^^- -;^f^^;';"^- 
tio n of who is the best respo ndent for the CPIR is not clear-cut. The school 
5is?ricts are familiar with their own programs and data but ^end (especially for 
tie smaller stratum 4 and stratum 5 school districts) to be relatively unsophis- 
ticated 5n terms of. completing the CPIR's. TT»e State '""^ 
other hand, tend to know better how to complete the forms, but ack adequate 
knowledge of the programs and data to complete the forms properly. 

The CPIR's that the States complete will be consistent for ^fj, 
tricts included in the State. If there are errors, the CPIRIsw^ll^e incorrect 
on a consistent basis and adjustments may be made If"°=P^f ^^^^^^t 
submitted through a postsurvey validation study. The va idation ^^^^y, conduct 
ed at the State level, would encouhter problems similar to those found in 
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study (lack of sufficient data, inadequate knowledge of projects operated by 
the school districts, etc.), however. We believe that the optimal situation 
would be to provide technical assistance funds to States with the condition 
that these funds be used either for meetings and training sessions for all 
school districts in the State's Sample or for completing the CPIT^.at the State 
offices, spending the funds for collecting more accurate data. 

Provide separate forms for intermediate agencies, nonpublic saiools- -As 
stated previously, a decision should be made regarding the inclusion of programs 
conducted by intermediate agencies. However, regardless of the outcome of that 
decision, this recommendation is valid for nonpublic school data. Data from 
these two sources tend not to be reported as was discussed previously. While 
the individual completing the CPIR for the public schools may not have detailed 
knowledge of the Federal programs in operation in the nonpublic schools, he is 
generally aware of their existence. To aid him in collecting and reporting non- 
public and intermediate agency data, a separate tear-out form could be reproduced 
and sent to each of the other data sources. The form should look something sim- 
ilar to matrix 62 (CPIR 71) or matrix 37 (CPIR 72) which has been provided to 
collect supplementary information for ESEA Title III. With these matrixes as a 
format, it would not require much time or effort to design a new form that could 
be extremely useful. If intermediate agencies and nonpublic sch^nis completed a 
matrix for each of their programs, school districts could integrate the data into 
the final raport submitted to NCES. * 

Less revision to the instrument annually- -The quality of the data collected 
by a standard instrument improves each year as respondents become accustomed to 
what is expected. When the instrument is radically revised or dropped and a new 
form introduced, respondents m^t begin again to determine the type of data that 
are requested and how the form is to be completed. , Thus, we recommend that the 
CPIR be revised sloWly so that the reports produced from the data can be of high 
quality. » 

Recommendations Concerning Instructions 

. Refer to the ^eral handbook series - -The Federal handbook series has been 
/lesigned to serve as^>^idp for collecting and reporting data on Federal forms, 
but nowhere is this mentioned on either the 1971 or 1972 instruments \(although 
it is discu$sed in the 1971 Instruction Manual). As many States use Handbook II 
as the basis for their school accounting Jystems, the inclusion of an instruc- 
tion referring to this handbo6k and the others in the series would improve the 
data reported on the CPIR. 

Include^a Handbook II translation device- -To assist the school districts in 
h corapletiifg the financial section of the CPIR, .a translation device similar to the 
one developed by RMC as a part of our validation worksheet and included in this 
report as page 63 should be added to the instructions. / Including this device 
w(StHd reduce both the number of errors and the amourft-^f effort required by the 
school districts. This device would appear as shown below .\ 
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Service and Activity 



Handbook II Account Numbers 



Vocational Skills" 213, 215a, 215d, 216, 240, 250a-d. 

Textbooks 220 . • 

School Library Resources 

AV Materials 230c 

Books, Periodicals 230a, b, d 

School Library and AV Personnel 214a and b 

The account numbers are from the old Handbook II. Handbook II (Revised) is now 
available but, as we learned, is not likely to be in general use across the Nation 
for a number of years. 

During the period of increasing acceptance and use of Handbook II (Revised), a 
dual system of account nujr.bers would be useful, assisting those States which have 
converted their accounting systems to the new approach. Until this system has be- 
come widely accepted, however, references should continue to be made to the old 
account numbers. 

Emphasize the use of Federal project data- -As discussed previously, there is 
a tendency for respondents, especially when the State completes the CP I R, to 
utilize project applications and budget data for the report rather than tinal 
. reports and actual expenditure data. The magnitude of the error between these 
•two sources is considerable. An instruction should be added to^the CPIR direct- 
ing the respondents to use only project-end data and to indicate if any ot^er 
data source is used. 

Develop and publish consistent definition for low income- Each State and 
school district appears to have accepted a different definition fo^J- 1"*'^;"'^""^- . 
most are aware that there is a problem with the definition included in the CPIR 
^ instructions. District C accepted the $2,000 figure, while District I used 
' $3 000 and State C accepted whatever data were reported by the school districts. 
• Needless t» =ay, this severely reduces comparability of the data. A fixed 

definition should be developed and conununicated to all school districts included 
in the sample. Unless this is done, the data should be designated, in published 
reports as "low income as locally defined." 

Define " assigned" for staft and "participat ing in" for pupils-As discussed 
'previously, these two terms are open to a broad rarge ot interpretations 
Reporting staff in terms of full-time equivalents may help to some extent, but 
will not solve the problem completely. Still unresolved are questions of how to 
handle administrators, visiting teachers, and volunteers. Similar y. program 
participation is not clearly defined. For instancy, if ESEA Title I funds are 
used to purchase a film which is viewed by all pupils in the school are all pu- 
pils to be included as participants? A clear statement must be included in the 
CPIR instructions. 

Reporting of inter mediate agency programs-In a number of ^^ho°J J^^f 
included in our sample, educational programs were conducted and funded by afeen- 
c"s other than the school district, n.ese intermediate P^^^jjf 
borhood Youth Corps, Head Start, Vocational Education, and ESEA Title III pro- 
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grams for aistricts included in our study. The school districts did not report 
data on these programs in their CPIR's. These.programs do. however, provide edu- 
cative services directly to pupils, so to eliminare them is questionable. A de- 
cision must be made concerning thesf programs and, if tkey are to be included, a 
special form must be developed (as discussed above) so that data can be collected 
from the sponsoring agency with the minimum of effort on thS part of both the 
agency and the school distri(jt. C^nly if the procedure is made easy will the .. 
school district undergo the effort of collecting these data. 

Clarify the term "testing" --Testfhg occurs in almost all school programs, 
yet few school districts report providing services in the area. If the term 
were defilfad to include testing in all phases, it would significantly increase 
the pupil count in this area. Clarification is necessary to identify whether 
tWe term- refers to' general testing or a specific testing program. 




Revise the reporting of handicapped children - -Ichildren receiving specialized 
services ^or the handicapped (lines 36-45J or paytWiiating in a dif ferentialize 
curriculum for the handicapped (lines 13-22) and reporte^-tlT matr- 6 are to be 
reported on only one line in each of the above service areas, yet this instruc- 
tion is not stated. It should be added along with an extra category for multiply 
handicapped. 

. Use second color for instructions- People in the field were pleased with the 
printinAof peci-al instructions in red, as was done for the 1972 CPIR. This 
should bi continued so that attention's drawn to cr. ical points about each 
matri.^y' 

Combine inst rument and instruction manuial. Jnto one book-Respondents also 
appreciated combining the instructioa booklet with the CPIR instrument for 197. 
The amounu of paper and the imposing appearance were reduced, Reading respondents 
to react more favorably to the 1972 CPIR than to that of 1971. The only com- 
plaint about the new format was the size; the document was too large to fit eas- 
ily into a file drawer. / 

Recommendations Concerning the CPIR Instrument 

Mat rixes 5-12 --Th/ distinction" between remedial and nonremedial education is 
diffi^lt and very subjective in nature. Questionnaire data elements that permit 
subiectivity.to enter #houlU be eliminated from the CPIR unless they serve a well 
defined purpose. This has Ueen done in the 1972 CPIR and the revised format 
should be maintained for 1973. 
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Matrixes 30-45 LMatrix 19, CPIR 72 )-The Handbook II translation device dis- 
cus ^id^IT^TI^iiT^radTrdi^^ entered in all of, these matrixes. 

Matrixes 30-45 fMatri x 19, CPIR 72) -The matrixes^ or instructions should be 
revi sed o indicate that Row 45, Cc^. q. Total State and Current Operating 

Expenditures, is to be completed and is not the sum of lines 1-44 (which are 
- lacked out in col. q) , as is stated in the instructions and shown next. ■ ^ 




A furtt^r comment concerning these items is in order. Having respondents pro- 
rate St'kte and local expenditures by pupil population group is a questionable 
procedures. If school districts reported actual expenditures on each of these 
groups, the data could be useful in developing cost-of-education indexes, as 
this is not done, the data do not serve a useful purpose and the proration, 
\deemed necessary, could be sone more accurately by the computer as a part ot the 
data analysis. 



Matrix 51 (Matrix 27. CPIR 72) -In view of the way participation in ESEA 
Title II programs is determined, lines 1 and 2 proved redundant In the schoox 
districts included in the sample. Until a more discriminative measure is dev- 
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Matrixe s 54 and SS -TTie format for these matrixes was confusing to some re- 
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to be certain that line 14 is not the total of lines 1-13. 
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Matrix 57 (Matrix 51, CPIR 72) — Identifying cou^r^ses influenced by NDEA 
Title III is impossible- especially retrospect ivel>y. New or advanced courses 
may be easily identified by school districts, but "courses following expanded 
or updated content" Is much more difficult. In ^theory, at least, the purchase 
of a package of materials in any subject area should result in at least one^ 
course being revised. / 



.2. Influence of NDEA Title III on cumculum 




Matri- S 8 (Matrix 63, CPIR 72 )--This matrix refers to ESEA Title III and 
follows immediateiy after NDEA Title III, a potential for confusion Further, 
the matrixes in the Supplementary Information Section of the CPIR address pro- 
grams in the following order: ESEA Title I, ESEA Title II, NDEA Title III, and 
ESEA Title III. The order of the last two should be reversed and the program 
names should be highlighted. 

0 

Matrix 62 (Matrix 37, CPIR 72) -This matrix is really an expansion of pre- 
vious matrixes, and respondents view it as repetitive. Unless it serves a par- 
ticular need, it should be eliminated. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Based on the findings of this study. RMC recommends that a validation study 
be completed for the CPIR for all States. The bases for this recommendation are: 

• the overall large number of errors found in the CPIR data, 

• the existence of varying State accounting systems, and 

• the variance between true data and the numbers projected by the CPIR. 

This validation study should be updated to the 19,73 CPIR data. A sample should 
be drawn that is large enough to enable adjustments to be made in national pro- 
jections of the data. If conducted as an ongoing process, the cost of the val- 
idation study could be reduced each year as familiarity with the State account- 
ing systems grows. 

The work required to complete a validation study as pr9posed is not extensive. 
The methodology for this study I.as been fully developed and tested. Modifications 
would have to be made^r new forms, but the methods would remain the same. 
Emphasis in this sMdy should be on validating data, with instrument changes of 
secondary importance. As the sample would include more than nine respondents, 
clearance would be required from 0MB for the study. This should present no ma- 
jor difficulties, however, as the output from the study would be an improved 
series of data to permit program managers and other interested professionals to 
make more easily the decisions that must be made. 



\ 



APPENDIX A 

DATA-COLLECTION WORKSHEETS 
AND 

INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 



ERIC 



43 



WORKSHEET INSTRUCTIONS 



I . INTRODUCTION 

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the U.S. Office of 
Education* collects statistical data on federally aided programs through various 
survey instruments. One survey instrument, the Consolidated Program Information 
Report (CPIR); is sent to a sample of local education agencies (LEA s) in every 
State. In 1970-71, this reporting instrument was designed to collect data on 
ESEA Titles I, II, HI, V, VI, VII, VIIIj NDEA Title HI; the VEA Amendments 
of 1968; ABE, Follow Through, and CRA Title IV. 

NCES as one of its fundamental obligations, must provide an objective 
evaluatio.; of the quality of these data. Accordingly NCES J.P^^^" 
survey study to confirm the accuracy of the data provided on the 1970-71 LPIR 
instrument. RMC Research Corpoi'ation has been awarded the contract this 
pilot validation study, which is to include an error analysis of the CPIR data. 

II. PURPOSE OF STUDY 

The three major objectives of this stUdy are:' 

to discover the existence of both systematic and random errors in 
data reported on the CPIR form; 

§ 

to suggest changes in CPIR procedures, forms, concepts, instruc- 
tions, etc., in order to prevent any errors from being repeated 
in future surveys; and 

to identify the needs for further research validity study areas. 

III. STUDY DESIGN 

For this pilot study a sample was drawn by the Office of Education, cover- 
ing a variety of LEA sizes and record-keeping systems. 
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The major goal of this project is to complete a CPIR using the basic source 
documents available. These data will then be matched against data previously 
submitted by the LEA in its original report. All discrepancies will be noted 
and the reasons for differences recorded, with follow-up interviews- -if neces- 
sary--to resolve discrepancies. Each person will be responsible for data 
accuracy and completeness^ and the error resolution process for the LEA's visited 

At the conclusion of the field visits, a final report will be prepared in- 
cluding major discrepancies enauntered, areas where it was necessary to go from 
hard data to estimates, and variability patterns among the States. 



IV. PURPOSE OF THIS PACKAGE 



The purpose of this package is to specify the steps necessary in the trans- 
ference of existing source data from original documents at an LEA to a CPIR. 

Because of the variability of recordkeeping procedures, accessibility of 
source dacuments, and personalities involved, it is inmossible to specify all 
situations that may be encountered during any one site visit. It is possible, 
however, to establish guidelines explaining what kinds of data are generally 
available, how they are to recoiled on worksheets, and other steps delin- 
eating procedures. Each RN)C analyst will be able to use these instructions and 
fully develop the data necessary for completion of a CPIR. 

This document contains worksheets, arranged so that each program's data are 
handled separately, and procedures for transferring source data to a worksheet. 
There are also supplemental worksheets used to distribute data from various 
programs by pupil population groups so that expenditure prorations can be com- 
puted. The procedures for all these transactions are found in the instructions 
below. 



V. INSTRUCTIONS 



A. General Instructions 
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At each LEA site there will be one primary person with whom the interview 
team will be dealing, usually the coordinator of Federal programs. If he per- 
formed the' actual completion of the CPIR, then the Interview Guidelines (shown 
as attachment A) will be directed at him. In addition, there may be one or more 
program persons whom it will be necp<;5ary to interview (for example, the title I 
coordinator), especially if the LEA has several large Federal giants. 

It is aJvLsable to work as a team while interviewing, with one person asking 
the sluestions while the other records responses. Through this method, and because 
the qiAstions are logically grouped, it is quite possible for the interview to 
take on a conversational tone rather than appearing to be a question- answer period. 
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The purpose of the Interview Guidelines is to obtain basic information 
on the Federal i^rograms operating in 1970-71. This information will later 
serve as a guide when dealing with source documents. It is important to note 
that information provided in the interview is not always complete. For this 
reason the interviewer must be alert to any clues which might indicate that 
another program was being operated but overlooked on the CPIR, perhaps because 
of the small grant amount. Often, the best source of this information is the 
superintendent's annual report submitted to, the State each year. 

B. Instructions for Collecting Program Data 

One of the most useful documents one can obtain is the LEA's enrollment 
figures by school and grade level. This generally is a 1-page document and 
easily hand-copied if a copy cannot be obtained. It will become part of your 
source documentation. Caution: check the addition on all your source docu- 
ments. 

The most systematic way of approaching the data collection is to deal with 
one program at a time, with one person collecting pupil and staffing data while 
a second person collects expenditure data. TTiis is easily accomplished because 
expenditures are kept in a set of books separate from the other data. Frequent 
consultation will be necessary, however, because some records, such as payroll 
figures, will be instrumental in building the CPIR staffing section If, dur- 
ing this process, a question is resolved by a member of the LEA staff, make 
certain this is noted and does not appear as an entry from a source document. 



Table A-1 



BASIC WORKSHEETS 



WORKSHEET 
NUMBER ♦ 


1 POSSIBLE 

1 SOURCES OF 
OF WORKSHEET j ^^^^ 


PURPLE 

\ 


Worksheet 1 


Program Summary 


1. Evaluation Reports 

2. Final Reports 

a. Published Brochure 

about Program 

* 


\ 

This worksheet is destened to collect the 
"soft" data on each program. It should 
state the major componcXts of the 
program, in order to givo^eaning to 
the "hard** data that is collected. 

Watch for inservice training Vnd non- 
public participation. These reemlve 
Worksheets 4 and 5. respectively. 


Worksheet 2 


Regular Term Pupil 
Counts (Public) 


1. Eval latlon Reports*, 

2. Final Reports 

3. Superintendent's 
Annual Report 


This worksheet is a replica of 
matrices 5-12 in the CPIR and can be 
transferred directly when combined . 
with other Worksheets 2 for the sairo 
pupil population group. It is usod to 
record the number of regular term 
students who receive services undci 
this program. If the program reached 
more than one pupil population group, 
complete a different Worksheet 2 for 
each group served. 

Circle on the worksheet any areas which 
seem inconsistent or questionable. ^ 
Check out these areas against other 
sources and rtotc how the discrepnncy 
was resolved. 

Give special attention to the distinction 
between »*Remodial" and "Non- Remedial 
Enter as many notes as necessary. 


Worksheet 3 


Summer Term 
Pupil Counts 
' (Public) 


1. Evaluation Reports 

2. Final Reports 

3* Superintendent's 
Annual Report* 

^Notet When using 
this report, it is 
important to ascer- 
tain ii the summer 
referred to is 1970 
or 1971 ! 


Same Purpose as Worksheet 2 



♦Before boiiiiininK any worlvshccU obtain u listing of the JJihtrict's schpols with 
grtdc levo^ breakdowns, '^^r\ 
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WORKSHEET 
NmtBER C 


TITLE 
)F WORKSHEET 


POSblULE i 
SOURCES OF K 
DATA 1 


PURPOSE 


Worksheet 4 

( 


f^on-Publlc Pupil 
[founts (Regular 
ind Summer Terms) 


1. Coordinator of 
Federal Programs 

2. Evaluation Reports 

3. Final Reports 


This worksheet is designed to record 
nonpublic participation in federal 
programs. 

Most of these programs will be directed 
toward the General Elements ry/Scco ndary 
population and, as such, do not require a 
grade level brerikdown. When this is the 
case, the data is transferred from Tablo ^ 
to the appropriate CPIR Matrix 10, 
Column 0)- 

On any line, there are two entries (one 
for regular term and one for summer); 
thoy should be added together and tho sum 
entered In Column Q) of Matrix 10. 

H, however, the program is designed for 
a pupii population group other than 
General ^lemcntary/Secondary, the 
participants by grade level should He 
recorded on Table B of Worksheet 1. Thid 
breakdown is then transferred (along with 
data from other Table Bs of Worksheets 4) 
to MT 02, Columns (d) and/or (0- 


Worksheet 5 


Staff-Paid or 
Assigned 


1. Final Reports 

2. Payroll Records 

3. Interview Data 


This worksheet is designed to collect data 
on program staff. 

With the exception of Title I, it is often 
difficult to obtain a list of persons paid by 
or assigned to federal programs. Such 
records oiien are simpiy noi ivcj^v. 

As a last resort; use interview data to 
supplement the information you are able to 
gather, at all times noting your source. 

If moire than one pupU population group is 
served, complete a different Worksheet 5 
for eaih group. This data should be 
transferred to staffing matrices 13 
through 21 lu tho CPIR. 
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Worksheet 6 



Worksheet 7 



WORKSHEET 
NUMBER 



TITLE 
OF WORKSHEET 



Staff Trained 
Name 



By 



1. Interview Guidelines 
Question 16. 

2. Worksheet 1 

3. Final Report 
Expenditure Data 

5. Interview Data 



Staff Trained- 
General 



POSSIBLE 
SOURCES OF 
DATA 



1. Interview Guidelines 
Question 16. 

2. Worksheet 1 

3. Final Report 

4. Expenditure Data 

5. Interview Data 



PURPOSE 



This worksheet is used to gather informa- 
tion on staff training when name -by-name 
records exist. (This data wjU later be 
combined with Worksheet 7 for the same 
program and transferred to CPIR Matrices 
23 through 29. 

Instructions are on the Worksheet. Use a 
separate worksheet for each different 
federal program. 



This worksheet is used to gather informa- 
tion on staff training when name-by-name 
records do not exist. 

Use a separate worksheet for each different 
federal program. Instructions are on the 
worksheet. 



Worksheet S 



General Staffing 



1. Super mtendent's 
Annual Report 



It is helpfuJ to know vhat the general 
staffing in an LEA consists of without 
regard to federal programs. 

This worksheet is designed to collect this 
data. 



Worksheet 9 



Worsbcet 10 



Worksheet U 



Expenditure by 
Account 



1. Accounting Record 

2. Vouchers 



This worksheet is designed for use with all 
federal programs except ESEA H, NDEA 
IIIa^m3 School* Lunch Program. 
Complete a separate worksheet for each 
federal program. 



Expenditures by 
Service and Activity 



1. Worksheets 2 and 3. 



This worksheet breaks the expenditures 
for each program into service and activity 
Areas. 

Use a different worksheet for each federal 
program and for each pupil population 
group within that program. 



State and Local 
Funds 



1. Superintendent's 
Annual Report 



This worksheet is designed to collect 
the total state and local funds expended 
by the LEA. These monies will then bo 
prorated by Pupil Population Group. 



50 



ERLC 



B-1. Basic Worksheets 

A basic packet of 11 workshetts, listed below, will be completed for each pro- 
gram. In addition, there are supple mental .worksheets designed specifically for 
various federal programs. These are dealt with in Section B-2. 

B-2. Supplemental Worksheets 

Some programs are so broad that slipplemental worksheets are needed to provide 
the additional information necessary for the completion of the CPIR. These work- 
sheets and the i)rograms they pertain to are listed below: 

Table A-2 

SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEETS I 



SUPPLEMENTAL 
WOKKbiiliili- IN uiVli5ll.i\ 


PROGRAM 


SOURCE OF INFORMATION 


1 


ESEA I 


Final Report, Interview Data 


2 


. ESEA I 


Final Report, Interv'iew Data 


3 


ESEA II 


Title II Requisition for 
Reimbursement 


4 


ESEA II 


Financial records for both 
public and non-public 
schools. 


5 


ESEA n 


Title n Requisition for 
Reimbursement 


6 


School Lunch 
and 

Milk Program 


School Lunch Requisition 
for Reimbursement 


7 


NDEA III 


Final Report, Vouchers, 
Checks, or Accounting 
Records. 
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WORKSHEET 1 



PROG RAM SUMMARY 



ST- LEA 
Date 



Federal Program 
Pupil Population 
Group 



Describe briefly what this program was composed of and what the emphasi 
was on. (Whenever possible, obtain a copy of the final report, especially for 
ESEA I!) ( 



Fall Session: 



Summer Session: 

Make certain that the summer referred to in your source Is 1971. If not, 
you will have to obtain a different year's report in order to get data for the 
summer of 1971. 



Sources of Data: 
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WORKSHEET 1 ont'd.) 



PROGRAM SUMMARY 



ST- LEA 
Date 



Federal Program_ 
Pupil Population 
Group 



1. vn -hools \^^ere eligible to ree^ve services under this program? ^ 
(Indicuce also whether or not the school participated .in the program. ) 



Source of Data: 



ELIGIBLE SCHCX)LS 



Menibci'ship 
October 1970 



J Public 



Non- } Participated] Did Not 
Public ' inPro<irnm{ Participate 



a. Total membeisliip in eligible schools. 

b. Number of Public sthools partieipatiiig in program. 

' (Kntor'this fij^ure on Matrix 0;^, CoUuTm (c), appropriate lins. 

c. Number ol Non- Public schools part ic i pat m^; m pro-am. 

(Enter thi.^ fi^^ure in Matrix 03, Column (f) , appropriate hne.) 



I 



2. How inapy children, ages 5 to 18, fit the descriptors for this population group 
•but are not unrolled in the above schools ( or not enrolled any^'here)? 



(Add this number to the number in "a'' above and enter the total in Matrix 03, 
Column (b), Jippropriale line.) t 



Source of Data: 

3. Is thert> any in&orvico training under this program? If "yes,'' complete 
Worksheets ti and 7» 

Yes 



i\0 



4. Is tins pro,^ran^ operated in a non-publ c st iKUil ? If "yes,*' complete Worksheet 1. 



Yes 
No 



WORKSHrtT 2 



RKGULA:^ TKl^M PUPIL COUNIS 
Public School 



ST- LEA 
Date 



Federal Program 

Pupil Population Group_ 



Source of Dalu- 



5EPVICES AND ACTlVITlfcS 



RtguU' ichoo* icrm. 1970 71 


Total 


and 

kindtirgdrten 


0th cf 
Oilmen t«rv* 


Stcondmy ' 


Ool 0< 

ichool 

youth 

•nd 

•duitt 




w\ 


id) 


(r) 




10 ?4 
'< ) 


i ?0-31 
(6' 


(i > 






If arn of the rcojpiciits of this program arc designated as "Handicapped, " get 
breakdown of mo^u significant handicaps as shown in MT OG 




1 i,i:r (l.K 



is di 



rv\U ti.ui^lM MM)lr to Pup'l Mit Mcp^ through lli m the (M>IH 
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WORKSIIEKT 3 



ST- LEA 
Date 



SIIMM I^H TERM PUPIL COUNTS 
PuUic School 



Federal Program^ 




* If any of the recipicntfl of this program are designated as "Handicapped, " get 
breftkdo\^n of most significant handicaps as shown in MT QG 




'i his (iuia, \.lun ombjiK d uith ulhor WorKshtM-lsf-Olor tho same I'upil PopnJ^Lion 
Group. IS (lin t \\y tifih5;fcrrublc to Pupil matrices »■> through 12 in tht' CVWX 



5^ 



WOUKSHKKT \ 



ST- LEA 
Date 



NON-PUBLIC PUPIL COUNTS 



Federal Program 

*Pupil Population Group 
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Soi 






irc© of Data: 


Heg. 

Nonpublic 


Sum. 1 


1 Qiaib 

Nonpublic 


TABLfc: A 

SERVICES ANU ACTIVITIES 




r 5 'J 






73 




"777 




A n 1 e(»u d'lk? i.'at ••i 

(Teatbtngjr j anlmg tcachtng) 
1 S«lic sViln 





QJ 


1) Ertjlish I^DQu.i'Te ar (1 
<e«c<ot ttniif^q) 




02 


2) Hejd< '9 








01 
04 

05 


3) ( .'t rjl 

5) Narurjl sri«nci a-^d 






















OG 










07 








1 ) tngi 'J q« jr ^ 
{except rej'< fg' 






08 










on 










10 










n 

13- 
22 

?4 


61 V\*^' r 

^ c O.tU (pi lie ji ^fcfl ci'ff J tifi'"! 

2 Voc jt .'■ it*i 4\f\u i ^ 

3 T Kr-. . . 





















TABLE B 
* If the Pupil Population Group 
is other than "General Elem/ 
Secondary," it will be necessary 
to record the grade level break- 
downs below: 



Grade 


Pnrticiprmtp 


Kegular 


Summer 


K 






1 






2 






3 






4 






5 






6 






7 

8 










9 






10 







11 






12 







brcakdovn of moM ■^lemfK rnt hamhrnp^. sho-* n in MT PC 



B Si 



JO 
31 



3? 

33 



2 Pup ' ^-'■-vir M 

I rtd i(.e and LOun^f Ui g 



7\ O'hr, 



1 



Record this breakdown on Ml 02, 
(^•lumns (d) and/or (f). 



l^ai-tlclpatln^ School: 



Ihis u.tUi. V li- 1! coinDjr.LLi uiHi other \V<.rl.siR'ctb (1) lor tlu: suinc J>iii)il Populntioa 
Group, is dinctly tr.ins[('rr<il)lo to Jnipil Matrices 5 through 12 in t^c CPII^ 
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ST-LEA^ 
Date 



WORKSHEET 6 



Federal Program^ 



STAFF TRAINING — BY NAME 



This worksheet can only be used when the names of persons trained 
are available. More general training data should be recorded on Worksheet 7. 

In Column a enter the names of those persons who received training under this 
program. Enter in Column b the occupational code, as shown below. Place a 
check mark in Columns c through i which indicate the type(8) of training this 
person received. At the bottom oi each column enter the total amount spent on 
each type of training. 

When this is complete, divide e^^ch columnar total by the number of check 
marks m that column and enter the "per person" cost on each appropriate line. 



CODES: T Teacher 

P-^Other Professional 



A^Education Aide 
N=Other Non- Professional 



"f" I "g'' 
WoTKshog^Sumnie^ 



"a" 
Name 



Code 



Oriencation 
Less than 
One Week 



Worksnons - fi^^ular. 



1-4 I'TE 
Weeks 



More tliun 
4 FTEWks, 



1-4 FTE 
Weeks 



More than 
4 FTE Wks. 



College Credit 
Courses 



Regular '^SiimmOi' 



$ 



$ 



$ 



This data, combined with Worksheet 7 for the same program, should be transferred to 
Staffing Matrices 23 through 29. 



Sources of data: 
Comments: 
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WORKSHEET 8 



ST-LEA 

Date 

Federal Program 



GENERAL STAFFING 

The Superintendent's Annual Report (or some similar document) lists by 
type the number of positions in each LEA. 

This is a good basis of information from which inferences about programs can 
be drawn. (For example, it is very helpful to know the number of cafeteria workers, 
especially since it may^iot be obtainable from the school lunch reports,) 



CLASSIFICATION 


NUMBER OF POSITIONS 


REGULAR 


SUMMER 









Source of Data: 



y 60 



ST-LEA_ 
Date 



WORKSHEET 9 



Federal Prograni_ 



EXPENDrrURES BY ACCOUNT 

This ^^orkshcet is to be used if total expenditures and obligations have not been 
determined for each program in operation between September. 1970, and August, 1971. 

Go to the accounting records for a program and classify each voucher into the 
Handlxjok II system of accounts. Be certain tliat the vouchers are only for funds 
allocated to be spent durmg academic year 1970-71 and summer 1971. Such 
accounts as.FICA and state retirement contributions should be reviewed carefully* 
The fiscal year is likely not to correspond with the academic year, so summer 
expenditures will have to be subtracted and added to get the September-August 
breakdown that is needed. 



Logic checks must be made also. 



If there is an instructional supervisor, be sure . 
that his secretary's salary ic counted as 215b (salaries for secretaries tor Supervisors 
of Instruction), and not as a 110 account (secretary for administrative personnel). 



Next complete Worksheet 10 following the Handbook II codes shown for each 
service and activity item. Prorate these expenditures by the PPG (s) served. 



CONDENSED OUTLLNE OF BASIC ACCOUNTS 
Clearing Accounts 



The d^Uiled cU*«Cc*Uon •nd definitions of cle»rin« •crounU %rith wpUnoljon of Uie u.e of rlr^rin^ l7nnHhorA"j^"'*''*' 
to the tcgidmr receipt ftcvd cxpcndituM accounu whI b« found in cJmptert a and 6 Ol lianclDOOi^ Jl. 



ASSET ACC013NTS 
ISOO SERIES 

1110. rcTTV Cash ^u^*D 

ISJO. BTOHES 

lUO. PREPAID INSURANCE PRE34rUM3 

1140. rn^PAlD RENT 

1110. CECUniTlES 

IIM. SINKING FUND ACCOUNT 

tlAOrMTY ACCOUNTS 
KiOO SElilES 

ItlO. CUKRFNT AND SHORT-TERM LOANS 
IIM. DEDUCTIONS FROM PAYROLL 

FOOD SERMCTS OPERATION ACCOUNTS 
1700 StlULS 

nii- WONET RECEIVED 

1711. MONKY RIX.^IVED FROM THF STAT* 
1711. MONEY Ri:( ' IVED FKOH OTUCR SOURCES 

nn, MONET PAID OUT 



ItZO. 



OTIIER OPERATION ACCOUNTS 
1800 SERIES 

RTUDENT.BODY ACTIVITIES 
ISn. ATHLETICS 
lilt SCHOOL E.STEUTATVMENTS 
1811. SCHOOL PUPLICATIONS 

nu, SCHOOL CLUBS AND OTHER CCCUKRICULAK AOnVmES 

MATERIALS FOR RESALE 

TEXTBOOKS 

OPERATION OF INVESTMENT PROPERTIES 



MISCELLANEOUS ACCOUNTS 
1900 SERIES 

1110. REFCNDING BONDS 

1920. ABATEMEJMTB 

1980. U'SU RANGE ADJUSTMENTS 

IMOw XNTERFUND TRANSf CBS 



♦ For ubo \Mth all prc^^ram.s except KSE.\ II. NDEA III;ind School Lunch. These programs 
arc eovcn-fj by Supplemental uoi Kslifcas. 
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uoritinued 



Dale 

Fcdcial I*rograi»i_ 



Expeadhuro Accoui. 

tUitUtM cJ.«.ifi(.liM mnd 4ff.nll.ont •f ccc^Jnu «IU hm (,mm* (a ch.pltni 3 «d 4. of Handbook IK 



lift. »ALAWl!5 

ttt. CONTnACTTO smviCES 

Hf. ©Tin t CV.rL>»E5 



I^5T^ucnoN 

ZOO SUSIES 

tl«» SALAMCa 

111, PRIVCIPAl* 

Itt. COKS'JLTAMTt OH fUTCIlTlSOM 
lit. TEACnCRS 

ill OTHEniNrrRucnoHAis-AyF 

tift. HEC * CLSa. AMTi 

lift. orHCR SAUUUcs ron UMST1L 

«M. TEXTDOOkS 

u« SCHOOL LionAnrcs * alt^tovuual 

14ft. TrACHINC SUPPLIU 
IM OTJlEn IXI'» S5C1 



ATlE^D..^CF. AVD IlLALTH 

SLaviccs 

SOO-tOO SKHICS 
IM. ATTENDANCe SCftVICCS 

ttl. lALAKlCS 

t}| OTKCIt ETFITSSEi 
«••. BCALTII LUlVlCtS 

411 lALAniri 



PUPIL TIUS.Hl'OnTmOS SCUVICES 
500 SEKIFS 

Mft. SALARIES 

If* coNTiijiCT'T>»CT.» ru^ 

UP. KKfLACE'inHTS or VIMICLE5 
|4«. TRANSPOrTATlON INSX/HANCB 
M. EXrrNOirUl.ESIM LICO or TIIAHfc 

IM. OTHER rxrr«Ej 



DATES COVERED: 



to 



OFLIUTXOM OF PLANT 
6Ut) SEIUCS 

ftlft. SALARIES 

f3«. CO VTR ACTED SERVICES 

<i«. IlEAT ^0R DUILOINCS 

MS. UTILITIES, EXCtrr MEAT 

iM OTHER ttPrKSES 



MAlVf^^*^^K oi n-\:>r 

700 SLRICS 

fit. SALARIES 

WO co:;t[u.ct-:d services 

M9. RErK\< L iFvTs or i^ivtrursr 

140 oTiirit E''PEV';rs 



SlA EMTliOYEE RETlUftLHT 

SS«. INSURANCE ANt> JUUG'tENTS 

S*«. RESTALO* LAND AND BUIt DINOJ 

S4«. INTEREST OM CUHUE.ST U0\}*9 

uo onjER nxEJ> en a rets 



FOOD SmvlCKS AM> 

STUDCM.r.ODY AOTIVITIU 
90r>-1()Uti SLlUbS 
S««. rOOD KERViCCS 

m. SALAr.lES 

n*. OTHEB EXrrHSES 

m SCTARATE rUKD on ACCOIWT 
IMft. STUDSKT-UODT ACTlvniES 

lilt. SALARACS 

10?9. OTf: R ntPENSES 

im sr. AUATB FUND OR ACCOUKT 



IICO SElili^ 

nil. RECmJCATlON 

im CTV[C Acnvmts 
liio PUDLic unnAi ies 

ll4t CUSTOOlAl. AND DETINTJON CA«OF 

ItM WELFAflB ACrrVITlES 

MM NOsrLDUC SCHOOL rtTlLS 

1161, INSTRUCTIONAL SEUVlCCS 
1142 ATTrsO A lirALTlI S; RVICZS 

nu TKansport\tiom sn.ivicc* 



11*00 ^LtUtJ 

ll'ft. tITZS 

ini BUILX>tNC« 
113f tQLintENT 



Di nr * » n\i^i n^o'i 
cunri NT \ i;M>s 

lilt. PRISCIPAL Oi I'l »r 

nil INTLUr<;T OS L l»T 

i>i« iArr> isra sisktM. »TNrt 

\H9 fn«OoLll<Hi*;iNC AllTllOlOTT 
liSI, OTlll l( l» .1T SI iivici; 

oin(.<»i\i. I mTn -7 T n M 1 t>iiN:rs 

1 tint M 1.11 ^ 
I4i« ri'-Tf'im I ' ii'i 1 'T-* 

I I CI i'l A' «> Mr t 'T*: 

lot Tt'ir > < \i> oriii It Til \fJ Mil fjO 
t>' <i«x>LS 



^'1 
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Dato ^_ 

W0HI..SI1KI T 10 l^polAtioa Gix,up. 

sxpLNDrruiiLS UY SERVICE AND Aci'ivrrY 



From Workaheets 2 and 3 indicate tbo ■ervico and actlvUj 
area* in which fcrioral fundi wore sponi 
For exich area and program indicated, develop costs by 
foUo\vii« the list of accounts contained in Worksheet 9. 
Insort ncco«nttng codes shcvvn according to Handbook I I. 




♦ 'ijic.'.o iv") U I'j- Vfili Ikuc cut I if.': o ih !.i c^wii^l »u\) L.irc*. 
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ST-LEA^ 

WORKSHEET 11 D^*® 

STATE AND LOCAL FLINDS 
(Include SAFA, PL-824 and PL-815) 





SERVICCS AND ACTIVITIES 
(continufd) 


Code 
numhpr 


Total Statft 
and Local 
Expenditures 

include 












41 


a " 1 '1 o * ( % O^jt'ration of lii.'nt 






42 


y (-i«fd I'd 






43 




?/ 




44 


C A'>r.l' try ' • 




40 


TOT CUH OP EXP iSumo! I.nrs0144) 




> 

LJ 
< 


40 


111 C>P'f;i Oufi3v 






1 AS t«'< 1 mJ h '1 '}■ 




47 








48 
4f» 




310? 




31 i'\;oMin<;tf IK t 1 I' f(}u pfT»» "I 


jir > 




on 


Ml Pi 1, V'^.l * 






\ V '>it 


3 '01 


't t . ,t 






' ^' O' It 1 > -a A OLi'it<. 

^ 0 T L t ^ ' ' , M r 1 ' " ' - . '1^ i 1 ' J . S >) 


^[ , 





4r 



Prorate llicso cNnciulitin es b^' Pupil Population Group (Sec MT 04. Columns c). 
and enter nito anpi opriatc) ociil- numbered cxpciidjturc Alalrun^s ;Jl tfirou^h IT). 
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snPPLE MENTAL WORKSHEET 1 



ST-LEA_, 
Date 



ESEA TITLE I 

Was an ESEA Title I Survey taken? Obtain a copy of the survey. 



Yes 
No 



3. 
4. 



What is the number of children in the district who come from loxv-income 

families? 

Enter this number in MT 03, LN 10. Col. (b). 

Source of Data: 

What is the total number of schools in the district? _ 

l^umber of Pupils Participating in Title I Project. 



GRADE 


PUBLIC 


PRIVATE ^ 


TOTAL 


REGULAR 


SUMMER 


REGULAR 


SUMMER 


Pre-K 












K 








r 




1 












2 












3 












4 












5 












6 












7 




^ 1 








8 




i 








9 












10 












11 












12 












Other: 













*If prjvate school participated, ior.iplete Worksheet 4. 
Source of data: 
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ST- LEA 

SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET 2 Date 

ESEA TITLE I 



1. Number of pupils participating in Title I, by activitj^ 



ACTIVITY 


Regular Summci^ ^ 1 


TOTAL NUMBER 
OF PARTICIPANTS 


NUMBER FROM 1 
INSTITUTIONS j 


K-7 18-12 5 


K-7 ; 


'8-12 j 




4 













Source of dnta- 

2. How many students received remedial reading? 





8-12 


REGULAR 






SUMMHR 







OS 
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SUPPLEMLNTAL WOKKSIIKKT 3 



St-LKA 
Dale 



J ESEA TITLE II ' 

1, Population groups receiving Tit le Il -services, and student counts for 
each term, • i 



PUPIL POPULATION GHOJJP 


PUBLIC 


NON- PUBLIC 


TOTALS 




Summer 


Rei^ular 1 


Summer 


1, 












2, 












3, 












' 4, 












5. 













1 

Source of data- 

Comments: • } 



2. Librarians and/or library aides for participating Title II schools, public and 
^ non- public . * 



■ 






AMOrNT OF TIME SPl^NT ON K^KA II 


LIBRARIANS/ 
* LIBRARY AIDP:S 




Sec. 


RECri.AR 


SUMMER 


Klem. 


Less than 
1/2 


1/2 

•i- 


FT 


Less than 
1/2 


1/2 

f 


FT 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

^i. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
' 9 
10. 
'1. 
12. 










y 









* Do not count students who serve as libmry aides 

Source of nata 

Comments; 



•4k 

ST- LEA . 

SUPPI.^^'^H^:^•TAL wohi<shi:et 4 Date . 

ESEA n ~ Matrix 50 

If LEA received Title II ESEA funds, review LEA and non-public sch09l 
financial records to dctei-miiiG expenditures for tex-tbookg, school library 
resources, and other instructional materials for the period September ,1970 
through August, 1971. Vouchers, checks, or accounting records may be utilized. 
If the latter are used, the following Handbook II accomat numbers apply: 



ACCOL^'i'S 


ACCOUNT NUMBERS 


EXPEND IT UliES *' 


Textbooks 


220 . 


$ 


School Library 
Resources 


230 a, b, c, d 


$ 


Other Instr. 
Ivlatcriais 


■ 230 a, b, c, d 


$ 




r TOTAL 





* Transfer the data on this column to CPIR Matrix 50, Column b. 



in dividinn^ the materials between "School Library Resouroes" and "Other 
Instructional Materials/' lake total state and local expenditures- (including 
SAFA, PL 824, and ^^L 815 funds) and deduct those itc ns which were placed in 
the inventory of an :A non-public scliool library. This deduction becomes 
^^chool Library Resources.'^ The remainder after deduction isJ'Other Instructional 
Materials." 

Be certain to deduct all fees cha rged to pupils for textbooks or for the use of 
library materials. 

Source of data- 
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ST LEA 

-SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSiriLET 5b u^te 



r 




ERIC 



•a ^ 



o 

A ^ ^ 
® 



§.2 



0) 0) o 



•a 5 'S 

^ c 
3 w 



CO 

® 

J3 ® 
Lb 



» 8 
§ « 



CD 

o 



^ o S 



3 



a 



o 



1 — r 



<;ttppli:mi:ntal \VQRi>:snEi:T g 



School Lunch 
and 

Milk Program 



ST-LEA_ 
Date 



CO 

u 
o 
> 
u 

0) 
(A 



0) 



o 
® 



-3 



e 
8 



CO 



1 - 

U (0 

o 

2 2 

'a u 

B ^ 

o d 



O tt 

'I 

E 
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SUP PT.K Ml : NT A L WOHKSIIKKT 7 



ST- LEA 
Date 



NDLA III — Matrix 5G 

Prior to the award of an NDKA Title 111 grant, LKAs were required to submit 
a detailed, formal application . After award, anni^ab reports are required. These 
BboLild provide Ihe necessary data. If data are not available directly, review 
vouchers, checks, or accounting records, u:; in- the following Handbook II accounts 
for assignmenl : 



ACCOUNT 



ACCOI XT NUMBER 



EXPENOrrUliES 



Instructional Materials 



Audiovisual 




Books, periodicals, etc. 



Listructional Equipment 
(all from 1230 c) 



Audiovisual 



Other InslrucLional 
Etiuipment 



230c 



230 a, b, d, 



r7 




A/V part of_L^50c 



:2: 



1230 e less a/V 
equipment 



If it is impospible to build the records and only a grant amount (total 
expenditures) is available, prorate among subjeet "^f;?^ ^^j'^^ 

tot^ nun.ber of courses inlluenced in each area by NDEA Title III m Matrix 57 
(1 e sum Lines 1-8 in Matrix 57 horizontally). Prorate instructional "materials 
and equipment on each line on the same ratio that Lines 26. 27 46 47 and 48. 
Column J. Matrices 31, 33, 35, 37, 39. 41, 43, and 45 are distributed. 




INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 
1971 CPIR Validation 

State-LEA Identification #: 

Nanne of Respondent: 

Title: ' . 



Address: 



Telephone Nunnber: 



Interviewer: 
Date: 



RMC Research Corporation 
7910 Woodmont Avenue 
Bethesda, Maryland 20014 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 



1. What federally supported education programs were in operation during the 
regular school term 1970-71 and summer 1971? 

r, Reg. Term Summer Term 
Program & 



Indicate all of the people who were involved in completing the CPIR for 
1970-71. 

Name Title Work Performed on CPIR Hours Spent 



.1. What was the degree of SEA assistance in completing the CPIR? 



Type of AvSsistance 


Explanation 


Very 
Helpful 


Moderately 
Helpful 


Non- 
Suppo rtive 


Telephone Contact 










Training Session 










SEA Visit to LEA 










Other (explain) 











4, To what degree was the LEA accounting system mechanized in 1970-71? 
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5. What other local, state, or federal reports or audits were completed 
federal programs operating in the district in 1970-71? 



6. How often was il necessary to estimate data rather than enter it directly 
from records? 

CPIR Section Name and Type of Records Used Method Used to Estimate 
Pupils & Schools 



Staffing 



Prog ram Expenditures 



6. (Continued) 

CPIR Section Name and Type of Records Used 



Supplemental Information 



Method Used to Estimate 



ERLC 



7. How does the LEA collect information on federal programs operating in 
non-public schools? 



8. What is the most significant problem (aside from lack of staff or insufficient 
time) encountered in completing the CPIR? 



PUPILS AND SCHOOLS 

9. Are the LEA student records broken down by subject area within each program? 



10. How did the LEA obtain non-duplicate counts of federal program participants? 
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11. How did the LEA determine the "mobt significant" treatment or characteristic 
-of a student 



12. Did the LEA send any of its students to another district for particip. ion in 
a federal program m 1970>71'? If yes, in which district were these svidents 
included for CPIH reporting? 



13. How did the LEA define its low-mcome "participating'^ students? 



14. How did the LEA determine who its General Elementary and Secondary 
students were? 



15 For each population group below (whether or not servtKl by a federal program), 
what is the number of children in the district, ages 5 through 18. who can be 
described by the t.|x-cified descriptors and are eligible for enrollment, whether 
or not enrolled. 



Pupil Population Group* 


Number 


Source of Data 


Low-Income 






Handicapped 






Non-standard English 






Migrant 






N egl ected /del i nc j uen t 







♦A child ma\ be rtporttH! in more than one line. 



STAFFING 

16. In the staffing matrices, did the LEA count all assigned staff members, 
whether paid wholly, partlaUy, or not at all by federal funds? 

17. What federal prc^ra'ms provided inservice training? 
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

* 

18. Did the LEA use the CPIR Instruction Manual and the worksheets in the 
back? (If so, get copies of the worksheets, ) 

19. Did the LEA use the HEW Handbook II classification of accounts and 
definitions of expenditures? 

20. Did the LEA determine individual project expenditures from its records? 

t 

21. - If the LEA received Title I funds, to which population group were they 

directed? 



22. Was this LEA the fiscal agent for funds that were used for children from 
other districts? 



23, Were carry-over funds that were spent or encumbered during the period 

September 1, 1970 to August 31, 1971 included in the expenditure matrices? 



24. How was the LEA able to determine the amount of money that went into each 
of the subject areas? ^ if) 



25.. Were Title 11 book monies used for library books o)r textbooks? 



(26. Obtain a copy of the LEAs Chart of Accounts.) 
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APPENDIX B 



SITE-VISIT REPORTS 
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C0NTEN7C 



Page 

State A, District A 84 

State B, District B • 

State B, District/ C 

State C, Districts D and E 94 

State D, District F 

State D, District^ G 

State E, District H 

state E, District I 

State F,. District J . . 

State G, District K . . . . ! • 11 
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STATE A, DISTRICT A 



School District Description 

This district was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71. 
There were 2,917 public school pupils enrolled in the district. Of this number, 
1,702 were elementary students (including 17 ungraded elementary) and 1,315 were 
secondary students. All of the public school pupils were considered as ]|)artici- 
pating in one or more Federal programs in, 197.0-71. In addition, 157 nonpublic 
school pupils participated in a Federal program in this district, receiving 
ESEA Title II services. There are five public schools and one nonpublic school 
in the district. 

^In 1970-71,' this LEA received a total of $36,489 in Federal funds. Total 
receipts from St^te and local sources amounted to $2,782,415; thus, including 
Federal, State, and local funds, per-pupil expenditures in this school district 
in 1970-71 were $966. 

The Federal programs in operation during the 1970-71 school year in this 
LEA, with their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the follow- 
ing table: 



Table B-1 

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
' 19/0-71 



Federal Program Name 


Federal Expenditures 


ESEA Title 1 
ESEA Title li 
NDEA Title III 
Vocational Education Act 
National School Lunch Program 


$13,613 
2,461 
3,599 
1,035 
15,78i ^ 


Total All Programs 


$36,489 

. — 
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The interview which conducted for this district's CPIR was with the 
coordinator for the CPIR's for 1970-71 for the SEA responsible tor this dis- 
trict In addition, RMC spoke with specialists in the areas of ESEA Tx^ie ll. 
NDEA Title III. Vocational Education, and National School Lunch,. SEA personnel 
were reluctant to allow RMC to visit the local district for two reasons: U) 
the SEA attempts to minimize contact between outside agencies and the local 
schc.l districts, and (2) the individual who completed the CPIR at the LEA had 
left the scUool district. 'I-he new person was not familiar with the data con- 
tained in the old CPIR. SEA personnel received the CPIR from the LEA incomplete 
and with errors. Corr^ections were estimated by the State department -of educat ion 
from the data available there. While reluctant to allow RMC to visit the LEA. 
fiieb were made available when requested. 

Because of the errors and incompleteness of the CPIR when received by the 
State numerous ^difficulties were encountered in originally completing the LPIR. 
Among these problems were: - (1) difficulty in determining the number of children 
receiving services through the Federal programs, especially in the areas ot dir- 
ect educative services; (2) difficulty in determining the number of staff 
assigned to Federal programs as opposed to those who were paid by Federal pro- 
grams. (3) data on staff training were not available at the State department 
offices (4) difficulties in reporting summer school expenditures, participation, 
and staffing, since the fiscal year for the State in question is July through 
June while the CPIR requests data to be reported on a September through August 
year' (often where the summer programs were similar to those of the ^J""^ ^f^^' 
the data for the previous year were used An completing the CPIR). and C5) redun- 
dancy both within the CPIR and between the CPIR and other documents completed 
by the State and submitted to USOE. 

In addition to these problems encountered on the CPIR 71. it vas indicated 
that there were some questions concerning the 1972 CPTR. These included: (1) 
use of full-time-equivalent status for staff when reporting nonprofessionals, 
especially volunteers, although the determination of the number of professionals 
in a school system was relatively easy (in cases such as this, only a count of 
the number of volunteers participating could be provided and this was with some 
difficulty); (2) matrix 19. in which, because of the nature of many compensatory 
educatipn prograrfts todays, it was difficult to separate expenditures into instruc- 
tionaC administrative and supplementary services; l3j matrix 28. column B. which 
reports the same figure as matrix 14, line 1. because of the definitions used; 
and (4) matrix 29, which was felt to have little utility because of the program 
involved and the amount of funds available. 



Description of School District Records Available 

' All of the staff members at the State department of education with whom mc 
had the opportunity to work were most helpful. Copies of all applications, 
reports, letters, etc., were made available when requested. Financial information 
was reported on State "orm ED 001, and project level reports for the various 
Federal programs were available. In terms of accounting ,M-.,CLd.nvs , the State 
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follows IISOL Handbook II directly, utilizing for its system of accounts that 
system prcscrilied t^y the handliook. 

Tlie rsr.A Titl/ I program, the largest Federal program at the subject school 
district for W70-71, with the exception of school lunch, had a complete set ot 
records available for RMC to review. Tluis , RMC was able to follow the project 
from Its inception to conclusion, reviewing the application forms, the title 1 
evaluation report for summer and regular year, and the audited State report tor 
title I expenditures. Both the simimer and regular year programs were reading 
programs, while the summer nad a component for mathematics. Thus, it was pos- 
sible to assign pupils to the services and activities they received without 
extreme difficulty for title I. Staffing records were moderately complete, but 
data on those staff members involved with the project but hot paid through Fed- 
eral funds were not available. In this case, because the report was completed 
by the State it was not possible to make an estimate of those involved with,- the 
project. Fxpenditure data, because of the use of Handbook II codes, was easily 
transferred to the CVIR form after proration by service and activity. 

■llie ISl-\ Title II and m \ Title III programs were aimed at the general ele- 
mentarv and secondary pupils. \s such, tT^e programs were assumed to provide 
services equally to all pupils in the school district, and thus services received 
by pupils could be reported. I.xpenditure data for the ESCA Title II program was 
available through the annual State report, wlyle.data for the NDCA Title III pro- 
aram were available form the NDF \ ledger sheets. Data concerning the stafl mem- 
bers involved with both projects were unavailable. It was possible, however, .o 
make estimates of the number of staff members involved in the program by making 
assumptions of the likely participation of the staff members in the project. 
Data concerning the Vocational Education Program were available through schoo 
district records, and data for the National School Lunch Program were available 
fif^rough records of the State. 



liesLription of the 



of Completing the CPIR 



Ihe CPIR ;Lnstruments for this State for 1970-71 were completed by an indi- 
vidual at the LLA and submitted to the State offices, llie docum,ents were then 
reviewed, assuring their accuracy, and submitted to the Office of F.ducation. 
For the subject school district, as reported above, the CPIR instrument was sub- 
mitted to the State with numerous errors and inaccuracies. Hie State was torceu 
to complete the Cl'IR as best as pos.s.ble from the available records. Because 
the individual who completed the CPIR at the IJA had terniir.ted his employment- 
with the school district, it was impossible to obtain some of t!,e in^o^.'^^^^"" 
required for completion. 'Jlie CPIR for this IFA required :-vdays of Qffost by 
the State fer review and corrections. As stated previously, it was ne4;essary to 
estimate data in areas such as pupil participation in varion- subject areas, the 



staff involved in Federal programs 
vices by service area. 



au'. 



expenditures for diiect educative ser- 



Becausc 
school year, 



o1 



the 

was 



limited numhoi of lederal programs at the FFA during 1970-71 
p(,ssible to obtain a nonduplicate count of Federal program 
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participants without great difficulty. The ESEA Title I program was designed to 
address the needs of low-income students and the other programs were designed 
for the general elementary and secondary student population. Thus, no difficul- 
ties were involved in determining th% most significant characteristics of the 
students involved in Federal programs, and with the exception of the ESEA Title I 
program which was designedTor low-income pupils, all Federal programs were 
aimed at general elementary and secondary student populations; the latter con- 
sisted of all pupils in the district, less those involved in the ESEA Title I 
program. 

As discussed above, staffing data available at the State department of 
education were basically concerned with the number of staff directly involved 
in the program, especially those paid by Federal funds. An attempt was made to 
account for staff assigned to, but not paid by. Federal programs, but this 
proved difficult because of the limited number of records available at State 
offices. Data concerning the length, type, and amount of training received 
by staff members were unobtainable. 

The reporting of expenditures within this State by the local school dis- 
tricts to the State is done through the use of the Federal Handbook II. The 
flandbook II series of accounts has been adopted directly by the State, and 
reference is made to this handbook on each State form. Dafa were available on 
each of the individual Federal projects involved in the district during the 
year, and expenditures could thus be reported for these projects. While no 
difficulty was encountered in reporting total funds available and used by the 
programs, it was difficult to allocate funds by service received by the stud- 
ents, and funds were prorated according to the pupils reported as receiving 
services in section I of the CPIR. 
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STATE B, DISTRICT B 



School District Description 

. c: ipA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71. 

This district was a stratum 5 LEA Jlj^ '^^^'J " number. 1,277 were ele- 
There were 2.281 public school pupils ^"^^^^^J' "J/^'^^d To04 we;e secondary 

rtSs!^trr: npi^.^^^^^^^^^ 

one eligible for title I funds that year. 

,„ tMs LEA .ece.vea a total of ^l^tl ' (pl^r.a. , 

*v ^^ctT-irt in 197U-71 are shown in the 
All Federal programs operating in this district in 



table below: 



Table B-2 

OPERATINI^ FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
1970-71 



Federal Program Name 


Federal Expenditures 


ESEA Title I 


$43,404 


NDEA Title III 


535 


National School Lunch 


26,041 

' f — 


Total All Programs 


/ $69,980 
J '■ ' 
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During our visit to this LEA we spoke with those currently responsible for 
completing the CPIR. Additional assistance was also received from the account- 
ant, the superintendent's secretary, and the bookkeeper responsible for the 
school lunch program accounts. In every case, we found them to be very willing 
to assist us. There were some problems in resolving all discrepancies because 
the person who had completed the CPIR for 1970-71 was no longer at the school 
district . 



Description of School District Records 

The pupil records for the ESEA Title I program were somewhat lacking. In 
1970-71, there was no director for the program: the superintendent was the 
"overseer." In the summer of 1971, a director was appointed who was more than 
willing to help but lacked knowledge of what had occurred during the previous 
year in the title I program. In short, RMC was unable to obtain good descrip- 
tive data from the director and thus had to rely on the reports which turned 
out to be internally inconsistent. 

Pupil records for the school lunch program were, of course, not available 
on a name-by-name basis. The financial records for this program were kept in 
the district office as were the total number of lunches served daily for each 
month the program operated and the total reimbursement claimed for lunches and 
mill 

For the title I program, RMC was able to determine through the accountant's 
records the number of teachers on the title I payroll. We were also able to 
determine through the annual evaluation report the number of volunteers, teacher 
aides, etc., but were unable to obtain records indicating the amount of time 
each staff member spent on the program. The staff count for the school lunch 
program was obtained through the accountant and the school lunch director. 

In January 1971, this district changed from a January-December fiscal year 
to a July-June fiscal year. Therefor-, it was necessary to refer to three sets 
of books: fiscal year ending December 1970, which covered January 1970 to 
December 1970; fiscal year ending June 1971, which covered January to June 1971; 
and the fiscal year ending June 1972, which covered July 1971 to June 1972. We 
used this last set of books to obtain summer school 1971 data. 

Much of the data collected by RMC was taken from the ESEA title I annual 
evaluation report, the payroll records, visitation reports, and the annual 
financial report of Federal programs submitted by the LEA to the State depart- 
ment of education. ,\nother source of data was the audited reports for the school 
district for that year. 

nescnp'. ion of the U.A Process of Completing the CPIR 

The CPIR wai; completed for l'J70-71 by the previous superintendent of schools, 
assisted by his secretary, who estimated that 2 hours were spent in completing 
the report. A State department officia'l visited the school district to answer 
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questions pertaining to the CPIR, but apparently was unable to give the type 
of assistance needed by this district to complete their CPIR. Anoth^sr of the 
problems encountered by the district in completing the CPIR was the fact that 
they were on a cash basis that year and did not maintain records on the amount 
of "noney actually encumbered for their Federal program. There were also a great 
many problems due to definitional misunderstandings. 

The LEA made several major errors in completing the CPIR. They reported 
money spent from ESEA II, although they had no title II money that year. They 
did not report their school lunch program and did not report State and local 
funds and their NDEA III money. 

In matrix 4, as nearly as car. be determined, all the students were consid- 
ered general elementary and secondary, even though some children from low-income 
areas were also reported. In other words, they gave a duplicated, instead of 
an unduplicated, count in matrix 4. 

Staff records were poorly kept and it is believed that the LEA counted 
people in their ESEA II program even though there was no program that year. ^ 
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STATE B, DISTRICT C 



School District Description 



This district was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71. 
It had a public school enrollment of 2,132, with 1,587 elementary students and 
545 secondary students. There are no nonpublic schools in the district, al- 
though a former private academy is now used as the public high school. 

There are approximately 101 teachers in this district, and the State and 
local expenditures for 1970-71 were $1,477,906. 

There are six schools in the district but they are housed in five buildings 
with a primary school and a junior high occupying the same building. RMC con- 
sidered these to be separate schools, but the LEA counted only the number of 
buildings in its CPIR report. 

In 1970-71, the Federal funding in this LEA amounted to $45,887. When this 
was added to the StP.ce and local expenditure it was round that the per-pupil 
expenditure in this district was approximately $175. 

The Federal programs in operation io the district during the 1970-71 school 
year-are displayed in the following table: 



Table B-3 



OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
1970-71 



Federal Program Name 


Federal Expenditures 


ESEA I 


$2.^,358 


ESEA 11 


1,614 


NDF:A 111 




National School Lunch 


20,385 


Total All Programs 


$45,887 
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^ The interview conducted by RMC was with the individual responsible for 
completing the CPIR in 1970-71, but much of the information was supplied by the 
title I director. Unfortunately, RMC was unable to interview the ESEA I 'dir- 
ector. It is not certain that he could have provided assistance with the 
1970-71 data because title I was handled by an assistant superintendent that • 
year who has since left the system. We did attempt to work with the title I 
secretary but she was new to the program, so was unable to provide assistance. 
We found all of the people with whom we dealt to be more than willing to help 
and to provide any information or reports requested. 

There seemed to be a general feeling of frustration in regard to the CPIR 
at this LEA. Briefly, the opinions expressed indicate that the form requests 
too much information, in a format which was not meaningful to the LEA, poses 
too many definitional problems, and is a burden to complete. 



Description of School District Records 

Pupil data were obtained through the annual evaltration report for the ESEA I 
program. Frequently it would have been helpful to discuss discrepancies with the 
program director but he was not available on this visit. We were, however, able 
to obtain valuable information through our interview with the superintendent. 

The staffing records were incomplete. It was easy to determine who was 
paid out of Federal funds, but very difficult to determine which staff members 
were assigned to a program without being paid. Even when it was possible to- 
determine the number, further ''tficulty was encountered in judging the amount 
of time each person spent on the Federal program. 

The accounting in this district is done by hand and the accounts are kept 
on a cash basis. Their payroll system, however, has been computerized since 
1966 The school district books are kept on a calendar year, but every year 
an audit is done for the July- June fiscal year. The LEA uses the HEW Handbook II 
classification of accounts. 



Description of the LEA Methods Used in Completing the CPIR 

Two people worked on completing the uPIR: the bookkeeper worked "a few 
hours" on collecting much of the basic material; a secretary completed the pupil 
and staff sections, counting only staff paid through the Federal programs. 

It was necessary for the LE\ to ask the State department of education to 
send a representative to the district to clarify some definitional problems. 
According to the LEA, he was unable to provide the type of assistance needed. 

In completing the CPIR, the LCA made several major errors: they did not 
report the school lunch program which operated that year, and erroneously 
reported an hSEA title III program which had ended in the summer of 1970. Ihis 
program was reported because the LEA paid the last bills after the 1970-71 school 
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year began and, since the system is on a cash basis, the expenditures appeared 
on the books. 

The superintendent estimated that about 30 percent of the program expend- 
itures reported on the CPIR are estimated. The pupil counts came from the ESEA 
annual evaluation report and the school membership report. The secretary re- 
ported only staff paid by Federal programs. 

\ 
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STATE C, DISTRICTS D AND E 



This site visit report will describe the methodology used in completing 
the CPIR's for all LEA's selected from State C. The CPIR's are completed in 
the Bureau of Urban and Community Programs Evaluation of the State Education 
Department. Because the CPIR's are completed at the State level, our site visit 
was conducted at the State Capitol and no visits were made to the local school 
districts . 

School District Descriptions 

District D was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71. 
There were 4.375 elementary students and 3.691 secondary students for a total 
of 8.066 publiQ school pupils enrolled in the district. All the public school 
pupils participated in one or more Federal programs in 1970-71. In addition, 
eight nonpublic school students participated in the ESEA title I program. 

There are 16 public schools in this school district, consisting of eight 
elementary schools, and eight secondary school; of these, all eight elementary 
schools participated in the ^SEA title I program during the year and all schools 
participated in the general programs. 

In 1970-71. this district received a total of $223,537 in Federal funds. 
Total'State and local expenditures amounted to $12,231,958. Thus, including 
Federal. State, and local funds, expenditures per pupil in the subject school 
district in 1970-71 were $1,544. 

The Federal programs in operation in this LEA during the 1970-71 school 
year, with their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the foi.ou- 
ing table: 
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Table B-4 



OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAM? 
1970-71 



■ ■ ■ ■ > — - - • — 

Federal Program Name 


rederal cxpenoi t ures 


ESEA Title I 


$164,045 


ESEA Title II 


26,017 


ESEA Title III 


2,116 


Fie ad Start 


11-, 609 


National School Lunch 


19,537 


ii, . 

Total All Programs 


$223,537 



District E was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in 1970-71. 
Tliere were 955 public school students enrolled. Of this nxmhei , 563 were ele- , 
mentary students, 381 were secondary students, and 11 were ungraded and consid- 
ered by the LEA to be elementary students. All of the public school pupils part- 
icipated in one or more Federal' programs in 1970-71. Although there were non- 
public schools in the subject school district, none of these schools partici- 
pated in a Federal program during the year. There was one public school in 
this school district for all levels of instruction. 

I 

In 1970-71, this LEA«received a total of $26,805 in Federal .funds . Total 
State and local expenditures amounted to $1,411,615; thus, expenditures per pupil 
from Federal, State, and local sources in this school district in| 1970-71 were 
$1,506. 

The Federal programs in operation here during the 1970-71 school' year, with 
their respective levels of expenditures, are displayed in the following table: 



Table B-5 

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
197C-71 

District E 



Federal Program Name 


Federal Expenditures 


ESEA Title I 
ESEA Title II 
National School Lunch 


$1:4,466 
310 
12,029 


Total All Program 


$26,805 ' 



The interview whicfe RMC conducted for Districts D and E was with the staff. 
Approximately 1 man-year of effort goes into the CPIR's for the State as a whole 
The CPIR instructions state the instrument is not auditable and is to be com- 
pleted on a good faith, best effort basis, and the SEA in this case often finds 
it necessary to make use of tnat provision. 



Description of Records Used for CPIR Completion 

-The basic data sources used for the completioji of the CPIR's in this State 
include project applications and final reports (where available), the Management 
Information Report (MIR), the Basic Education Data System (BEDS), and an inter- 
nally developed form listing programs in operation in each school district dur- 
ing the year. Project applications formed the basic source of data for the LPIR, 
although their inherent limitations were realized by the State staff. The major 
difficulty encountered in this State that forces the use of project applications 
and proposals is the fact that, in this State, expenditure accounts are closed 
2 years after the school yea?r' is completed. Thus, expenditure data are never 
available when the CPiR is completed. The Management Information Report is the 
basic data-collection instrument and is distributed 3 times a year to all school 
districts in the State to permit a discrepancy analysis to be completed. A census 
of all the school districts receiving Federal funds, this form collects da^a on 
what each project is doing, the number of participants involved in the project, 
the number of staff members involved, and information on expenditures. The basic 
purpose of this document is to determine the status of each of the projects at 
three points in time during the year in order to ensure that they are doing 
what was proposed. The Basic Education, Data System consists of a series of ques- 
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tionnaires which are completed by all teachers in the State and serves ^ the 
basic source document for State statistics for the year'. The internally devel- 
oped form discussed above requests that school districts indicate the Federal 
programs in operation in their district during the regular school teim and the 
summer school term during the year. This document is used by the State person- 
nel to determine which Federal programs aje to be included on the CPIR. Thus, 
only those programs indicated by the school districts will appear^ on the CPIR, 
and mistakes may be made as was ^und in one of our sample districts. 

Most of the data entere^t on all of the sections of the CPIR are estimates. 
The. State /education agency reviews prorject applicaticflis and reports that have 
been completed as of the date the CPIR is submitted, and uses the numbers that 
exist. For* those projects where only applications are available, all data are 
estimates. Budget data are not available until at least 1 year after project 
completion. Data on Federal programs in operation in nonpublic schools would 
be included in the CPIR only if the dkta were submitted directly to the State 
offices. More often than not„ they are' not reported. The -most significant 
problem, particularly a problem for the verV large school districts in the CPIR 
completion, is the development of an unduplicated count of program participant^. 
Data^jconceming pupil participation by service received are drawn from the pro- 
posals, which indicate the areas on which the prbject is expected to concentrate 
The most significant treatment or characteristic of a student is derived by 
reading project proposals to determine the major aim of the project. Once this 
is determined, all participants in th^^project are considered as being the saije. 
Staffing matrixes are extremely diffi/ult to complete. Most of the available 
data at Stat^ offices relates to either the proposed staff or the staff actually 
paid by the Federal projects. Estimates of the involvement of other staff mem- 
bers are made bi|t are ^subject to significant error. While this State uses its 
own series of accounts, data' were adjifsted to fit into the HEW H^dbook II class 
ification of accounts and definitions of expenditures. 
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STATE D, DISTRICT F 



School, District Description * , 

This district was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIR^ national sample in 1970-71. 
It had a public school ^enrollment of 3,537 with 2,309 elementary students and 
1,228 secondary students^c 

/ There were approximately 149 teachers in the caunty--84 elementary and 65 
secondary^ Of the seven schools in the district, five were title I eligible ^ 
schools^ There was one nonpublic school with 60 students in the district, but 
this scnool received no Federal funds. 

In 1970-71, the State and local expenditures amoimted to $3,522,738.' When 
this figure was added to the district's Federal expenditures of $300,400, p^r- 
pupil, expenditures were approximately $1,064. ^ 

The, Federal programs in operation are displayed in the following table: 



Table B-6 



OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 




Fedeial Program Name 



\ 

ESEA Ti€m-V 
0- 

ESEA Title II 
Vocational Education 
'other Federal Programs 



Federal Expenditures 



$112,430 
4,338 
58,044 
125,588 



Total All Programs 

-A T 



^ $1QQ..400 



^8 
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The interviews which RMC conducted in this LEA were with the director of 
instruction and the ESEA title I Director. The director of instruction was 
responsible for the completion of the CPiR, but the ESEA title I director com- 
pleted the portions of the CPIR dealing with ESEA title I. ^ ^ 

The director of instruction, forewarned of our coining by the State coordi- 
nator and RMC's follow-up telephone calls, was very willing to discuss the form 
and the problems he had encountered, expressing frustration with the form. 

Tire ESEA title I director was much less approachable and indicated that we 
were wasting her time and was not willing to get out her records for 1970-71 in 
order to clear up some of the .discrepancies we found. She did, however, grant 
RMC aboutv one-half of her time to tell us what she could recall from memory. 
We were unable to verify this information. - . ^ 



Description of School District Records 



All title I projects in the State are required to complete annually a 22- 
page evalxiation report which covers each school year and the following summer. 
One copy of the report goes to the regional title I assistant supervisor and 
two copies are sent to the title I evaluator. 

The title I evaluation report waggon file at one of the district schools; 
Therefore, it was necessary to work witTi two offices: the school' board office 
and the sbhool. In addition to the title I evaluation report, RMC also utilized., 
payroll records to determine the number of part-time and full-time ertployqg^^ 
paid by title I, although this still did not yield the number of people who 
were assigned %o title I. A titl^ I survey was taken by the LEA to determine the 
' the number of low-income students in the district. 

Thf title ill , requisitions iov reimbursemaot were used to complete the CPIR. 
This firm is standard in this State and almosx identical with the CPIR forpiat, 
except^ that expenditures for books were not split into textbooks and library 
books. Information on this division must be obtawied from the Federal coordinator. 

The National School Lunch Prpgram was operating in this district. The totals 
from the monthly requisitions fof^*reimbursement were copies and added to arrive 
at the annual 'cost and total lunches served. It was impossible t(^ use parti- 
cipant lists ^or this program as each school cafeteria keeps its own lists 
- of free lunch recipients , and^o list is kept of the i^ames of others partici- 
pating in the' program. 

Every LEA in the State submits annually a "Superintendent's Report to the 
State.". This report covers the school year and the summer preceding it, so it 
is necessary; to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1971-72 
in order to obtain the full picture for the 1970-71 CPIR. This report often 
points out Federal programs operating at the LEA which were not reported on the 
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• The National School lunch program was operating in this district. The 
totals froinfthe monthly requisitions for reimbursement were copies and added 
to arrive at the annual cost and total lunches served. It was impossible to 
use participant lists for this'program as each school cafeteria keeps its own 
list of free lunch recipients, and no list is kept of the names of others 
participating in the program. 

Every LEA in the State submits annually a ''Superintendent's Report to the 
State." This report covers the school year and the summer preceding it, so it 
is necessary to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1971-72 
in order to obtain the full picture for the 1^0-71 CPIR. • This report often 
points out Federal programs operating at the LEA which were not reported oh 
the CPIR. 

/ . 

Description of the LEA Methods Used in Completing the CPIR 

The CPIR was completed by the director of instruction, but he was unable 
to estimate how much time it took. There was a 1-day regional meeting conducted 
by the State to assist LEA's in completing the CPIR. Our contact indicated 
that the State coordinator apparently was checking the title I data because he 
received a telephone caH from the State informing him that one of his entries 
seemed wrong and was being adjusted by the State. 

All accounting and record keeping are done by hand. One school board « 
clerk codes the bills and a bookkeeper records them in the books. The LEA 
uses HEW Handbook II .account numbers, but not necessarily the same definitions. 

there was some confusion in the reporting of students because it is unclear 
to the LEA'S whether th^y should report the .maximum number of participants or 
the average number who received services. 

In matrix 03, the edit check for line 01, column c, is not valid for either 
of the LEA'S we visited in the State. When new students enter a program in the 
summer, fhey should be- counted as participants in matrix 03, but the edit check 
is iteyed off the regular term count. This edit check should be eliminated. 

This, LEA also re||)rted title I students participating in 7testing,'\^ut 
there was no money for this activity. The LEA's seem to haVe difficulty ^ 
discerning between those activities which are paid for by ^Federal funds and 
those which'ai^e not. 

There was an array of opinions regarding the ''remedial" and "nonremedial" 
breakdowns. Generally, however, people used their own difinition of "remedial," 
regardless of the definition given in the instruction manual. 

Information was not available on staff who were assigned to Federal 
programs but paid by another source. In some instances the LEA overcounted 
(such as for ESEA II teachers), and in other instances they undercounted 
(counting only personnel paid bylthe ESEA I programl . 

1,00 
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The term "pr^rflssional" is misunderstood by the LEA's. Some feel that 
a secretary who is given k great deal of responsibility is working in a 
professional capacity, especially if she is the secretary tp an administrator. 
OE, however, defines a professional as one who has a college degree. 

The LEA keeps its accounts on an accrual basis, and it is on a July- June 
fiscal year. We discovered that the man who completed the CPIR was not even 
aware that the form covered the period September through August, and he had 
reported July through Jime. Had there been a summer program in operation 
during the time period covered by the CPIR, it would have been reported 
incorrectly. ^ 
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STATE D, DISTRICT G 



School District Description 

This LEA was a stratum 5 on the file when the^ CPIR national sample 
was distributed for 1970-71. However, with an enrollment of ,3,419 students 
in October 1970, the LEA was actUally a stratum 4. Of tht 3,419 public students 
enrolled in October 1970, i,2U werfe elementary and 1,205 were secondary. 

There are^ seven public schools in the county: one high school; one inter- 
mediate SGhool, and five elementary sdiools. There is jgilso one private 
school in the district, which has 225 secondary students. Approximately 150 
teachers are employed in the public schools. v 

The State and local expenditures for this LEA in 1970-71 were $1,864,883. 
The Federal expenditures are shown by program source and amount in the following 
table: ^ 

r 

' / Table B-7 \ ^ 

/ OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS ^> ' ' 

1970-71 



Federal Program Name 


Federal Expenditures 


ESEA Title I 


$ 83,194 


ESEA Title II 


4,436 


NDEA Title III 


3,178 


Adult Basic Education 


-2^417 


National School Lunch 


40,183 


Forest Reserve 


318 


Drug Training Grant 


50 


Total All Programs 


$133,776 



When the Federal, State, and local expenditures are summed, then divided 
by the number of students in the district, we found that the per-pupil expenditure 
for public schools students is $584. 

Our interview was conducted with the coordinator of Federal programs. ^ 
He was very cooperative and also interested in learning where he had made - 
mistakes. Since the LEA's receive no feedback on their CPIR, it is impossible 
for them to knoW if they are repeating their errors year after year. 



Description of School District Records 

All ESEA Title I projects in the state are required to complete annually 
a 22 -page evalua{ion report which covers each school year and the followitig 
summer. One copy o^ the report goes to the regional title I assistant supervisor 
and two copies are sent to the title I evaluator. The report format for this 
information differs considerably from the title I evaluation report required 
by other States. Although the same general^ information is collected, there is 
no comparability betWeen the forms. The title I evaluation report was readily 
available as the coordinator of Federal programs was also the title I supervisor. 

In addition to the title I evaluation report, RMC also utilized payroll 
records to determine the number of part-time and full-time employees paid by 
title I, although this still did not yield. the number of people assigned to 
1;itle I. A title I survey was also used at both sites to determine the number 
of low-intome students in the district. 

The' ESEA Title II requisition for reimbursement was used to complete 
part of the CPIR. This form is standard in the State and is almost identical 
* ' with the format used in the CPIR, except that expenditures for books are not 
split into textbooks and library books. Information on this split must be 
obtained from the Federal coordinator. 

The school lunch pi:ogram was operating in 1970-71, and the totals from 
the monthly requisitions for reimbursement were copied and add^d to arrive 
'at the annual cost and total lunches served. It was impossible to use participant 
lists for this, program as each school cafeteria keeps' its own list of free 
lunch recipients, and no^ list is kept of the names of others participating 
in the program. 

Every LEA in the State submits annually a "Superintendent's Report; to the 
State.'' This report covers the school year and the summer preceding it, so it was • 
necessary to use the superintendent's report for both 1970-71 and 1971-72 in 
order to obtain the full picture for the 1970-71 CPIR. 



103 

105 



This superintendent's report will often .indicate Federal programs operating 
in the LEA which were not reported on the CPIR. For example, in this district 
a Forest Reserve Fund of $30X1 and a Drug Training Grant of $50 were overlooked 
by the LEA but were reported by RMC during the site visit. These programs and 
monies were easily overlooked by the LEA because they involved no student 
participation. 

Description of the LEA Process Used in Completing the CPIR 

The CPIR was completed by the coordinator of federal programs who 
estimated that he spent three days completing -the form after he had gathered 
all his basic materialsv The State conducted regional training sessions and 
he attended the one for his region. 

It was discovered that the tftle'I records in the title I evaluation 
report show only those students who have pre- and post-test' scores on all^ 
tests that were given that year.' Others were not reported in the title I 
statistical records even though they may have participated in the program. v. 
Fox example, there may be 270 title I participants but if only 231 of them 
Were given all the tests, then these 231 are the only students who will be 
reflected in the title. I evaluation report which is sent to the State each 
year. 

' There was also the problem of timing. When reviewing the title I report, 
we observed that there were 35 grade 7 students in one class. RMC reported 
this number on the CPIR. The LEA, however, reported 30 grade 7 students 
because it had checked the enrollment on the last day of school and there 
wer-^ 30 students in that grade 7 class. 

• » 
The LEA was told in a S^ate training session to report as general 
elementary. and secondary only those students who were in non-title I eligible 
schools. This resulted in a discrepancy of —1,847 students in the general 
elementary population groj^p. 

The CPIR requests the number of children residing in the district who 
come from families with less than $2,000 annual income. The LEA conducted a 
title I survey and the result of that survey indicated there were 62q, students 
in this category. However, the LEA was unable to produce the 1970 title 
I survey results. In addition to this title I survey sheet, the school also 
used lists provided by the coynty which gave the names* of people on welfare as 
' well as those receiving ADC. The teachers also used their personal knowledge 
of the families in order to count students in the proper category. The 
Federal coordinator told RMC that only about $.4 percent of the title I surveys 
are returned to the school by the children, and only about 70 percent of these 
forms were considered valid because some people felt that they were an invasion 
of privacy and therefore did not complete, the forms even though they returned 
them, 10 '"1 
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The LEA is also asked to estimate the number of children who may be 
classified in one of the following' categories: Handicapped, Nonstandard 
English Speaking, Migrant, Neglected, and Delinquent. None of these items 
were reported because the LEA had no way of collecting thi$ data. In other 
words, even though the LEA jrealized that it had handicapped childre^^in its 
district, it. had no way of collecting this data and therefore had no*^record 
of these children. 

-* 

Another problem seemed to be logistics. Records were kept at different 
sites for di^fere;it programs, and the LEA 6btained the data over the telephone. 
Also, staff assignments change and the person who was in charge of the Adult ^ 
Basic Education Program in 1970-71 is not the*^ same person who is now in charge 
of this program. 

Nonpublic school data were a problem. Although the nonpublic schools 
were cooperative in giving information, there is a lack of communication between 
the LEA and^he nonpublic schools. This resulted in the nonpublic schools being 
overlooked on several of the items where there was nonpublic participation in 
Federal programs. The staffing for nonpublic schools was also impossible to 
establish. 

In orcjer to complete the title I evaluation report at the end of the 
year, the LEA had to determine the number of students who were being bused 
during the summer. In order to do this, they asked the teachers to report 
the number of students in each class who rode the busv One hundred and ninety- 
three students were reported by the teachers. This is the number RMC xised. 
However, when the LEA completed the CPIR, they took the actual bus driver record 
which reported the number of students riding the bus every day.' The LEA totaled 
up the figures submitted by each bus driver at the end of one typical day and 
used this figure. 

The staffing matrixes were the ones whi<5h are the most difficult to 
substjjintiate and for which no real record exis^ts except in the form of payroll. 
This, of course, provided only the names of those teachers who were paid by 
Federal programs and not the numbers of teachers who were aligned to Federal 
programs but not paid by them. 

The LEA informed RMC that at a State training session they were instructed 
that all teachers using NDEA III and ESEA Title II materials were to be counted 
as general elementary/secondary teachers. This meant that the entire State 
is wrong in this respect if the other LEA's counted teachers in the same way. 

Other discrepancies, as in low-income-^aff ing, resulted from the LEA 
being told by a State trainer that all teachers in title I eligible schools 
were to be counted as title I teachers. This greatly inflated the number 
of participating teachers in the low -income category. 

Vocational education was handled properly by this LEA. The LEA requests 
reimbursement quarterly from the State for vocational eciucation ands the money 
is received from the State. However, the LEA was told by the State that 50 percent 
of this money is Federal funds. Therefore, they reported 50 percent of their 
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vocational education money under Federal sources and 50 percent under State and 
local expeditures. 

Under adult basic leducation, the LEA correctly reported 90 percent of their 
grant amount under Federal expenditures and 10 percent under State and local ex- 
penditures. 

In thf\ expenditure matrixes, the LEA made one substantial error. It in- 
cluded in ike title I expenditures money which was being carried over to the 
next school year. The l£A also failed to report a very small drug education 
grant and some money it received from the Forest Reserve Program. 
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STATE E, DISTRICT H 



S 



Schoo^ Distinct Description 

This was a stratum 4 LEA in the CPIR/ifational sample for 1970-71 • 
There were 8,510 school pupils enirolled. Of this number, 4,480 p^ils were , 
elementary students, including 97 ungraded elementary, and 4,030A^ere secondary 
students, including 49 ungra4ed secondary • In addition, there were 2,824 
students enrolled in nonpublic schools during the year, 

There are 22 public schools in the school district. Of these, 18 are 
elementary schools, three are junior high- schools, and one is a senior high 
school. Four elementary schools were designated title I schools during this 
1970-71 year with a total enrollment of 917 students. 

In .1970-71, this LEA received a total of $216,969 in Federal funds. The 
total expenditures from State and local sources amounl^ed to $11,347,364, Thus, 
per-pupil expenditures including federal. State, and Ibcal funds for the school 
district in 1970-71 were $1,359. ^ 1 

The Federal" programs operating in the school district in 1970-71 
are shown in the table below: 



TABLE B-8 

OPERATING FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
1970-71 



Federal Program Name 


Federal Expenditures 


ESEA Title I 


$129,061 


ESEA Title II 


10,663 


NDEA Title III 


12,062 


Vocational Education Act 


18,635 


School Lunch 


46,548 


Total All Programs ^ 


$216,969 
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During oxxr visit to this LEA we spoke with the coordinator of Federal 
programs for the LEA and the director of business serviqes. Both were most 
cooperative and provided all records that were requested by RMC. While the 
files were not completely open to RMC as they were in some LEA's visited, * 
whenever a record was needed and requested, it was provided. 

One problem which RMC encountered in this district is regional programs. 
Federal programs such as ESEA Title III, Neighborhood Youth Corps, and Head 
Start were in operation during the year but were conducted outside the preview 
of the school district. Data on' these programs were not available at school 
district offices as there was no ^irect relationship between .the programs and 
the district itself. The ESEA Title III program was operated on a regional basis 
throughout the State and the Neighborhood Youth Corps and the Head Start Programs 
were operated by the city. As the programs did not operate through the schools, 
they wer.e treated the same as many ,other Federal programs (such as the health 
and welfare programs supported hy the Federal government) and were ^ot reported.— 

One complaint expressed was that the CPIR requests data that have become 
increasingly difficult to obtain.^ In particular, concern was expressed regarding 
the use of subject-matter designations for the services received by pupils. 
Many of the npre recently developed education programs work across fields (by 
combining reading with social sconces, for example) and thus address two or more 
of the identified service areas on the CPIR. 
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. ^ STATE E, DISTRICT ^ 

School District ipescription 

This was a stratum 5 LEA in the CPIR national sample in ^ . . 
There were 1,032 public school pupils enrolled. Of "'this numb 3 
were elementary students (including 7 ungraded elementary) and- 5uy were 
secondary students (including 4 ungraded s^ondary) . All of th$ public 
school pupils participated in one or more Federal programs in 1970-21 . 
Although there are nonpublic schools In the district, none of these schools 
conducted a Federal program during the year. .However, 14 of the nonpublic 
school students participated in the title I program during the sijmmer. 

There. are four public scho<jl^ the school district, consisting of two . 
elementary -schools, one junibr high school, and one high schodl. Of. these, . 
both elementary scHools participated in the title I program during the year. 

In 1970-71, this LEA deceived a lotal/>f $3? 'tOO in Federal funds. Total 
State and local e^penditdres Amounted to $329,714. Thus, including Federal , 
State akd local funds; expenditures per pupil in the school district in 1970-71 
were $M8. 

The Federal programs in operation in this LEA during the 1970-71 sc[^ol 
year with their respective level of expenditures are displayed in the 
following table: 
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Table B-9 



\ 



OPERATING FEOERAU PROGRAMS 
1970-71 ■ 



Federal Program Name , 


■■ ' ; 

Federal Expeijditures - ^' 


ESEA Title I . ' 


■» 

c 


$12,176 


ESEA Title 11- ' • ' 




1,510 


ESEA Title III - ... ' 




.139 


NDEA Title HI- 




2,189 


V ... 

Vocational Education Act * 




/ 7, 368 • t 


Natipnal School Lun'ch 

• 




"9,018- 


Total All Programs 


$32,400 



The interview which RMC ' conducted was with the coordinator of Federal 
programs responsible for completing the CPIR in. 1970-71. In addition, RMC 
spoK'e with the school district accountant responsible for preparing the 
records utilized in completing the CPIR. Both were most willing to' assist^ . 
us in completing this CPIR and make ^vailabl.e all records at their disposal. 
Because of the type of data requested on thie CPIR, RMC was not able to resolve 
all the 'discrepancies that were found. This was especially true in Part 1 - 
Pupils and Schoql, whtere the respondent is requested to distribute the pupils 
according to the direct educative services received. 

Because' of the size of the school district involved (approxim'ately 1,000 
students)', the LEA was able to complete the CPIR without mijor dif^culties. 
Problems did arise, however. In determining the number of pupils receiving y 
various services, the cost of those services, and th^ total number of staff 
members involved with Federal programs as opposed td, the number of staff paid 
by Federal funds. 
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. Description of School District Records. - " 

All staff members with whom RMC had the opportunity to meet and to 
work were most l\elpful. Copies of all applications, reports, letters, etc., 
were mad^ available to iis. ^Project files v^ere made available to us and no 
information was w^thl^eld. Information- concerning the school system itself 
was provided through the annual superintendent's report to the State and by 
fthe audi tor report on the finances of the sct^ol district. The school district 
. does not follow Handbook II directly but utilizes the s^te system of accounts.- 
. RMC was ablef however^ to \oonvert thesje accounts to Handbook II format. 

The title I program, the largrffet Federal program in the school district 
for 1970-71, had an excellent s^t 5f records detailing the complete project 
from inception to conclusion. ^Pupil records were quite detailed, showing 
information on the services and activities in which students participates!. • 
Unfortunately; it was necessary to estimate the number of pupils participating 

► in eaqh of the direct educative services, since data 6n this aspect of student 
activities were not available in sufficient Retail to allow- RMC to take it directly. 
This problem is not unique to this district^ but wa^ common across all LEA's 
^urveji^ by RMC. Staffing records were complete, especially with regard to 
thtfse staff members paid in whole or in part by Federal funds. Data on 
those staff members involved with the project but not paid t?)? Federal funds 
were not available. Estimates could be made, however, and were utilifed for 
the repott. Date were available on the extent and types of training provided 
to staff members on Federal projects. Expenditure $iata were available in a 
format that permitted RMC to transcribe from thfi State syst^ of accounts to 

, the HEW Handbook II format. 

• The ESEX' Title II and NDEA^Title III programs were aimed at the pupil 
population group of general elementary and secondary pupils. As such, the programs 
were assumed to provide, seiviccs equally to all pupils iti tiic school district 

* and thus data could be derived from the annual .Superintendent 's report to the 
State for the number of pupils served by the project. Expenditure data were 

• available on the ESEA Title.-II pi;ogram through the "Repoz^t of Local 
Expenditures - Final Claim" and on the NDEA title ptoject, "Room Inventory - 
Reimbursement Claim." These reports detailed how the funds were spent, indicating 
the subject areas covered by both programs. Data concerning the staff members 
involved with both ptojects were in essence unavailable. Estimates could be 

n^de on the number of stiff members involved only by niaking assumptions 
concerning the likely participation of the various types of stiff members on the 
project. .Tl\e types of staff members that would be included are administration,. 
. librarians, teachers, 6^*, 

. Data concerning thelESEA Title III program were found by RMC on searching 
through the LEA's records. This pTO^ra|i had' not been reported by the LEA on 
its original CPIR submission. Federal Tunds granted to the LEA under the title 
'III program were intended to provide testing materials for 109 nintn-grad^ 
students. The tests cost a fixed amount each and were administered* by one . 
staff membey. The source of data utilized by RMC was the project application 
and the grapt award notification for the program. t 
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The vocational eflbcation program in this district was designed to provide 
career guidance and information to pupils in the areas of office practice and 
agriculture. These programs were designed for general elementary and secondary 
pupils and served studerfts in the 9th through 12th grades. As the program 
was very small and directed towards a specific end, data were available 
concerning the students involved in the programs, the courses they pursued, 
the expenditures in each area-, and the staff members involved. 

The school lunch program was also designed "to provide assistance to all 
students in the LEA. Information on the number of pupils served monthly was 
available on the State requisition for reimbursement. Data on a name-by- 
name basis were not available. Thus, RMC assumed that each pupil during the 
year would participate in the program and thus included all pupils in the LEA 
as participants. Information concerning expenditures was available on the 
monthly requisition for reimbursement and data concerning the staff members involved 
were available from the staff records on the annual superintendent's report 
to the State. 

Description of the LEA Pi*ocess of Completing the CPIR 

The (JPIR for 1970-71 was completed by the coordinator of Federal programs 
for the school district. He was assisted by the secretary to the superintendent 
and the school accountant. Approximately 1 man-week was required for the . 
preparation of the CPIR, 16 hours in preparing the^data, and 24 hours in 
compl>eting theVCPIR. State assistance was ;consideTed to be moderately helpful < 
and consist ed'Vf telephone contacts by the State representative to the LEA ^ 
iiTaiUwerip^ As stated previously, ifestimation of data was required 

in ^^fe^k^^dff as student participaCtion by subject areas, staff involved in 

f¥edetal program (especially those not paid by Federal funds) and 
expenditures- fot the direct e.ducative servites ih which students participated. 
This latter are^ was considered by the LEA to be the most sifnificant problem 
it had with the CPIR completion. .Data were not maintained at thi^ school district 
in such a manner that they could be transcribed ;to the CPIR in the format required. 

Because of the size of . the LEA involved it was possible to obtain a non- 
duplicate count of Federal program pafticipan'ts . Considerably mpre ditficulty 
would have*l)een encountered had two or=more programs been specifically designed" 
to serve pupils in ^!ie same pupil population group. Thus, the school district 
had no problem in determining the rost significant characteristics of the students 
involved in Federal programs. With the exception of k ESEA Title I program, which 
was -designed for low-income pupils, all Federal programs in the district were 
.aimed at the general elementary and secondary student population. This 
general elementary and secondary student population group consisted of all 
pupils less those involved in the title 1 program. , ' 

As uiscussed previously, staffing data maintained by' the LEA Were basically 
concerned with the number of staff members who were p^id by ''ederal funds and 
an attempt -was made to account for those staff members who participated in Federal 
programs but were not paid by them. Howev/er,^there were obvious weaknesses in 
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this area. The title I and vocational education programs both provided inservice 
training to staff members. Data concerning the length of training, the type 
of training, and the^ amount of funds spent were maintained. 

^ Rather than following the HEW Handbook II classification of accounts and 
definitions of expenditures, the school district utilized the. State listing 
of accounts. TKese were, however, convertible to the Handbook 11 format. Data 
were kept on individual projects such that project expenditures could readily 
be determined for each of the programs in existence for the year. Data were 
maintained in sufficient format to permit RMC to determine expenditures for 
both the regular year and the summer programs. Further, it, was possible 
to accurately account for carry over funds that werfe" spent or encumbered 
during the September 1970 to August 1971, time period. 
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STATE F, DISTRICT J 



School District Description 

In 1970-71, this district had an enrollment of more than 192,000 pupils. 
The elementary membership was about 116,500 and the secondary membership 
was approximately 76,000. 

The CPIR for this LEA presented a unique set of problems for KMC. 
Rather than complete a single CPIR for the LEA as a whole, 16 s^^parate CPIR's 
were completed by the school district, one for each Federal program in operation, 
and submitted to th^ U.S. Office of Education. ^ In addition, the individual 
designated as the Joint of contact for RMC at the LBA was not fully cooperative 
and acted po limit' the ability of RMC to perform the validation study of the 
data. Both of these problems have been discussed in detail below. 

Since RMC was able to interview personnel at only two Federal programs, 
it was not possible to develop our own figures for tQtal staff assigned to / 
Federal programs and total Federal funds in school ye^r 1970-71 and summer term 
1971. \ 

The CPIR compiled at thku.S. Office of Education from data submitted by 
the various Federal program offices of this LEA indicates that the total 
staff assigned to Federal programs was 3,374. There were 1^745 professional 
staff members ^ind 1,629 nonprofessionals. 

Our initial contact was with the individual who directs the central 
gathering point for the data from all Federal program offices. Rather 
than aggregate the data from these offices and produce a unified report, his 
office instead asked each Federal program office to complete a separate CPIR 
on their program. These CPIR's were then sent tt^the U.S. -Office of Education 
where the data were compiled into ond report. ^ 

Our first meeting in this district was with thisHnjjiidu^l then 
accompanied us to a meeting with the Follow -Through progJp«M^ctor. RMC 
was also accompanied on this visit by a representative of ^he-^J.S. Office ot 
Education, Mrs. Anita Turner. The following day we again met with our contact 
and were taken to meet the director of library services (ESEA Title II) . Aft«r 
our interview with the Follow -Through director, it was estimated that it ^0°'' 
two days to complete the Follow-Through portion of one CPIR, after all the data 
had been gathered. Following the interview we asked to look at the Follow-Through 
records for school year 1970-71. We found that few of the records were available 
at this offi'ce bSCause they were maintained in the Office of Research -and 
DeveVopment. We were never permitted to interview the Follow-Through' researcher 
and *\re unable to obtain the necessary data to perform a through analysis of 
the FSIIow Through program, although RMC did attempt to piece together a 
picture of the program based on correspondence and other documents available 
at the office of the Follow -Through dir^jj^^. 
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Description of School District Records 
Follow-Through: 

f 

RMC used the "Follow-Through Program Progress Report for 1970-71 and 
Projections for 1972" as a source for most of their data on pupils and staff. 
A separate document concerning staff development explained briefly the types 
of inservice training being carrried on, but did not provide information on the 
numbers trained. \ 

There were four public schools with Follow-Through programs in 1970-71. 
Approximately 425 students in kindergarten through second grade received services 
during the regular school term and another lOD kindergarten students participated 
in the summer of 1971, bringing the unduplicated coijnt to 525, There was no 
non-public participation, 

' Various memos were read in an effort to determine the types of services and 
activities conducted, and the Follow-Through application for 1970-71 was 
used as the only available source of information on staffing. It was used as 
a last resort, as RMC has found that. program applications often give a distorted 
picture of project operation's. ^ 

The expenditure records for Follow-Through were obtained from a year-end 
expenditure report. It was discovtered that the Follow-Through office recorded ' 
salaries for aides under ancillary services in the CPIR and that the budget did 
not separate inservice training from consultant fees. 

ESEA II: 



Our second ''interview 'jjlfcie district was with the director of library ser- 



vices. She estimated that^H^^ast 40 man-hours were put into compiling the ESEA 
II data for the 1971 CPIR. 

RMC used the "Annual Report of Federal Assistance Programs— FY 1971" as a 
source of information on the number of, staff members assigned to ESEA II. The 
"Annual Library-Media Center Report for School Year 1970-71--Vublic Schools" 
was also used, in addition to various correspondence and tabulation sheets in 
the ESEA Title II files. 

The ESEA II financial data were obtained from several sources: \"ESEA II 
Project Financial Status Report for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1971'*; "Statistics 
for (Stated Public and Private Schools"; and "Report of Local Expenditures, Form 
la-DLDS." \ 

A few items were not reported in the RMC CPIR for ESEA II, such a\ the number 
of teachers handling ESEA II materials, the number of pupils in summer school, etc. 
as the office could not provide this information. 
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Summary 

RMC believes that our three trips to the LEA were not as productive 
"as they could have been if we had had the full cooperation of our contact. 
Not only did he not provide the information requested, but he also tried to 
reclirect the thrust of the study by requesting that we confine our interview to 
questions dealing only with improvements that could be made on the 1972 
CPIR form. In both interviews with a program director he did indeed try to 
limit the scope of our work. 
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STATE G, DISTRICT K 

In April 1973, RMC arranged an informal meeting with the individual (a re- 
search statistician in the Office of the Director of Federal Programs) who com- 
pleted the CPIR fpr this LEA in 1970-71 and 1971-72 in order to learn about 
CPIR completion at a second large school district. 

The CPIR is greatly resented because of the time it requires to compile and 
report the data. This district has over 100,000 students and the detailed re- 
porting called for by the CPIR poses a tremendous burden. A record has been kept 
of the time our contact and her clerk spend on CPIR-related activities--a total 
of about 4 man-months each year, not including the time required for the various 
programs to compile the data for her. 

A training session was held for the LEA's in the State, but the^dif ficulties 
which this LEA was encountering with the CPIR were not discussed in enough detail. 
^A representative of the State education agency did visir the district, but only 
to pick up the completed report. 

The accounting procedures in the school system are computerized, but their 
accounts are not kept by HEW Handbook II' account numbers. Futhermore, the CPIR 
requires ''that financial reporting include encumbrances as well as cash expendi- 
tures. This does not coincide with the 'LEA' s regular system of financial account- 
ing. 

There were several Federal programs operating in this LEA in 1970-71: 

ESEA Title I Lo^- income program and programs for neglected and 
delinquent * 

ESEA Title II 

ESEA Title III Diagnostic artd Adjustment Center, and Vocational Education 
Opportunities 

ESEA Title VI Michael Summer Program, Methodology of Dactylology, and 

Mentally Retarded Deaf Program 
ESEA Title VIII Project Stay 
NDEA Title III 

OEO Adult Basic Education 

EPDA Career Opportunity Program; Teachers College Interns; 

Career II ,^ 
Follow Through ^ 
Manpower Development Training Program 

Model Cities Adult Education; Breakfast Program^ Teacher Aides Program 
Vocational Education Acts High School; Adult Education 



National School Lunch Acts J^>f >y 
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Almost every program produced a final evaluation report, but the Wadding 
cf these reports would take days. The ESEA I evaluation report, for instance, 
was 655 pages long.. Information for the various Federal funds are found as 
follows: 

Separate funds for the fiscal year covered: 

ESEA Title I - two funds usually, regular year and summer term 
ESEA Title II - each program is in a different fund 
ESEA Title VIII 

EPDA Career II - (last year for this project) 

Model Cities Programs (in fiscal 72 all will be in one fund and must 
be separated) 

Funds which cover more than one year of the project: 

ESEA Title II 
OEO Adult Basic Education 
EPDA Teachers College Interns 
EPDA Career Opportunity Program 
Follow Through 

Manpower Development Training Program 

In funds which also include other projects and/or State and local funds: 

Title VI - all in fund 13, together with many other projects 

NDEA Title III - included in fund 01 since it is reimbursement money 

Vocational Educational Acts - High School included in fund 01 and 

Adult Education in 05 
National School Lunch Acts - included in fund 12 

In addition to reading the evaluation reports, the CPIR staff questioned 
program evaluators on points not covered in their reports, the original budget 
was compared to see if budgeted activities occurred as planned, and the con- 
ditions of appropriation were checked to see if moneys were spent f6r programs 
as budgeted. 

It was seldom possible to enter data directly from records because the re 
porting yeai; often did not match the CPIR year. Most of the figures reported 
are based on proration and other means of calculating cost. It appears that 
very little of the reported data could be considered raw estimates.^ 

T^upils and Schools 

Obtaining gross nonpublic sthool enrollment figures was not too difficult 
a pho^e call is often all that was needed. However, it was much more time con 
suming to compile unduplicated figures for nonpublic participants in Federal 
programs. Most of the Federal programs (such as ESEA I, II, and III) have com 
mittees which are under the direction of public school personnel who work to- 
gether with the nonpublic schools. The committees are able to provide the 
number and names of nonpublic schools in which e<^ch program took place. 

lis ' 
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In order to obtain unduplicated counts of Federal program participants, 
actual partiGif)ant lists for each program in each school were checked for 
duplication. When a pupil was foiind to be participating in more than one program, 
the staff determined to which population gro\^ he should be c^^tegorized. They 
also made trips to the various schools in order to clear up any ambiguities in 
class lists. Since a student is to be classified on the basis of the program 
from which he derived the greatest benefit, it was necessary to wait until all 
evaluation reports for the summer program were complete. (This was because 
a summer program in which a student participates may be more important than 
a regular program in another area.) 

i » 

Staffing 

There is underreporting of staff for each pupil population group because 
only those receiving Federal funds are counted. It was felt that it was an 
unnecessary burden to ask that the staff be sorted into 24 categories, depending 
on professional status, type of work done, length of workda/i school-term, and 
population group they serve. These same staff myst then be resorted to determine 
an unduplicated count in four basic categories (matrix 22). 

The inservice- training matrixes also required both duplicated and 
unduplicated counts. This required a lot of detailed cross-checking of payroll 
information to determine whether staff members received more than one type 
of inservice training during ^he year. Furthermore, the edit check in the 
CPIR Manual (page 51) was misleading because it stated that no jpore than 
.$1,000 per participant should be spent in taking bourses for college credit. 
This was not so — no such liihit has been established. 

The. Federal programs which provided inservice training are: 

ESEA Title I, Low Income and Institution*^ 

ESEA Title VI 

ESEA Title VIII 

Follow Through 

EPDA 

Adult Basic Education 



Program Expenditures 

The LEA was very well versed in use of the CPIR manual and worksheet, and 
they also designed additional worksheets^ of their own. The moneys for each 
Federal program were .distributed into categories for the CPIR. Where a program 
served more than one pupil population group, costs per pupil were determined and 
then distributed to each population group in proportion to the number of students 
in that group who receive that particular service. State and local moneys were 
determined by reviewing at least 10 different funds. Adjustments were to be made 
to remove 1970 summer school expenditure and add 1971 summer school expenditures. 
Financial reporting required that the conditions ot appropriation* must be checked 
against the budget so that pupils are not counted where money is not spent and 
vice versa. However, the conditions of appropriation do not reflect full summer 
school costs until at least October 1. 
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Miscellaneous Problems 

1 In ESEA Title III a statistical report was made by each director at 
the completion of each project »s fiscal year, but this usually did not coincide 
with the CPIR year. All ESEA Title III projects must be combined for part IV 
of the CPIR, while in part I they may serve totally different population 
groups. This required that the ESEA III data be compiled in two ways. 
Furthermore, matrix 59 asks for ESEA III participation by race, despite the fact 
that no child is to be identified by race, creed, or color. 

2. Budget categories in ESEA Title VIII do not coincide with terms used 
in the CPIR. 

3. In the NDEA Title III program, it is difficult to determine the number 
of "schools" used in Adult Basic Education because many of the classes are held 
in stores, factories, community centers, etc. 

4. In several programs it was difficult to classify skills as remedial 
or non/ remedial. 

5. For food service, it was difficult to transfate meals served into 
pupil participants. Separate calculations were made for free or partially 
paid lunches and for regular lunches because there are differing proportions 
of Federal moneys in the two types of lunches. 

• 6. It was misleading to report some programs $is regular term and summer 
components. The MDTA programs, for^stance, run year round with no separate 
summer component. 
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This appendix reports all data collected during the course of the study. 
It should be noted that nojiata have been' reported for the two large city 
districts in the study. In one case, this steins from the major difficulties 
encountered with school district personnel as described in the site visit 
report (District J). In the other Case, the purpose of the site visit was 
solety to obtain background information on the methodology used by another 
large district in completing the CPIR with no intention of collecting the data. 

, Data are reported in two formats— one for data incorrectly reported by the LEA 
as well as corresponding data considered correct by RMC and one for data correctly 

. reported by the school district. All analyses discussed in chapter 4 are based 
on the data reported in this appendix. 
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State a/ District A 
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7 


e 
0 


o2 




* ^ A 

10 


0 


- 10 


7 


0 




s 


Q 

O 


0 


Q 

- o 


7 


5 


32 


Ok 


2 


^ 0 


2 


7 


. 5 


33 


C 


lo 


0 


- 13 


2 


5 


33 


d 


1 A 

10 


0 


- 10 


2 ■' 




S 




A 
0 






9 


10 


Q 


a 


A 
0 




12o4 


9 




11 


Q 


A 
0 

L 


QOA 

ozo 


fi9n 

0^0 


9 


1 A . ' 


OR 


' c 




1 AAA 


A 


9 


in 




□ 


i9n^ 


19^9 


97 


9 


' in 




J 




n 




9 


in 


oo ^ 


D 


' in^ 


9^^7 


132 


3 


in 








1 1 in 

XxXv 


476 


3 






LI 




Y ^ 


90 


3 








1 


0 


- 1 


9 


1 < 


1 

X 




0 


X 


, 1 


9 




1 

X 


f 


1 


0 


- 1 


9 


13 


6 


h 




0 


- 2 


7 


13 . 

r 


6 


j * 




4 


4 




2 




1 


k 


1 


7 


7 


2 


14 


' 1 


m 


0 


6 


6J 


11 


14 


1 


P 


• 0 


1 


1 




11 


14 


' 6 


— m 


8 


0 


- 8 




9 


15 


6 


w 


0 


25 j 25 




2 








126 







^ 



INCOraiECTLY RLTORTED DATA 
State A, District A--conxinuecl 



CPER Location 

4 


CPIR Data 


•Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


15 


6 


y 


34 


22 


- 12 


2 


19 


3 


c 


1 


0 




5 


19 


1 




0 


1 




5 


i9 


1 




1 

— s— 


0 




5 


• 18 


1 


' r 

/ g 


0 


1 




5 


20 


1 


m 


0 


1. 




5 


21 




V 


'1 


0 




5 


22 


1 


b* 


4 


8 


4 


10 


22 


2 


b 


9 


14 


5 


10 


22 


• *t 


b 


34 


47 


13 


10 


30. 


All 










3 


30 


All 


d 








9 


31 


All 


j , 








9 


31 


AH 


0 








9 


31 


All 


P 








10 


31 


• AH 


q 


- 






3 


,40 


All 


d 








8 


41 


All 






\; 

\ 

\ — ^ 




5 


41 


36 


0 


15603 


\ 15821 


218 


9 


41 


45&53 


0 




15821 


- 82 




41 


All 


p 






_ .. , , ,^ 


10 


41 


All 


q 








9 


46 


All 


b 








10 


. 46 


6 


c 








7 


50 


1 


b 


33933 


34981 


1048 


4 


50 ) 


< 1 


b 


lOlGC 


10576 


410 


4 



1 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State <A, District A— continued 



ERIC 



128 



127 



CPIR Location 

*» 


CPIR Data 




Error 
Code 


MatrLx 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


urigmai 


Difference 


50 


3 


b 1 


155 


475t3 


47418 


0 4- 


— L>_ 
' 50 




b 


44255 


93130 


48875 


10 


51 




b 


1702 


1685 


- 17 


7 


51 




c 


1215 


1232 


17' 


7 


51 




d 


284 


0 


-284 


9 


51 




' e 


145 


0 


-145 


9 


51 


2 


b 


1702 


1685 


- 17 


6 


51 


2 


c 


1215 


1232. 


17 


6 


51 


2 


d 


110 


0 


-110 


9 


51 


2 


e 


47 


0 


- 47 


9 


32 


1 


b 


177 


3 


^ -174 


9 


52 


1 


c 


19 


2 


- 17 


u 

\i 


54 

55 


All 


All 








8 


56 


1 


b 


403 


0 . 


-403 ' 


C 
\j 


56 


1 


d 


0 


464 ^ 


464 


5 


56 


1 


e 


1140 


0 


»-1140 


5 


56 


8 


All 








10 


57 


All • 


All 








8 














































































\ 














/ 























COURECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State A, District A--continued 



CPm Tata Element 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 


H Matrix 


Lii J 


Columu 


MatrL\ 


Line 


Column 


1 


1 


b 


K 


- 4 


1 


c 


10, . 


1 


1 


c 


6 


. 4 


9 


c 


10 


1 


1 


d 


7 


5 


' ? ' 


c 


13 


1 


1 




12 


5 


2 


d 


10 


2 


2 


b 


237 


5 


2 


g 


8 


2 


3 


b 


255 


5 


2 


h 


2 


2 


4 


b 


237 


5 


5 


g 


8 


2 


5 « 


b 


224 


5 


5 


h 


2 


2 


•6 


b 


251 


10 


23 


. d 


175 


2 


6 


Hi 

e 


4 


10 


25 


b 


237 


2 


7 


b 


243 


15 


1 


V 


1 


2 


7 


e 


3 


20 


1 


k 


1 


2 


8 


b 


238 


22 


3 


b 


^ 2 


2 


8 


c 


13 


30 


35 


c 


800 


2 


8 


c 


1 


30 


45 


c 


13484 


2 


9 


b 


235 


30 


47 


^ c 


129 


2 


9 


c 


5 


30 


53 


c 


13610 


2 


9 


e 


2 


31 


35 . 


p 


800 




10 


, b 


219 


41 


14 


p 


1035 




10 


c 


5 


•41 


52 


q 


16268 


2 


11 


b 


218 


47 


1 


b 


23 


2 


12 


b 




47 


1 ' 


d ^ 


A- 

AO 


2 


13 


b 


200 


47 


1 


e 


10 


2 


17 


b 


2917 


47 


1 




10 


2 


17 


c 


23 


56 


2 




214 


2 


17 


e 


10 


56 


5 


d 


331 


3 


1 


e 


1 


56 


6 


e 


1007 


4^ 


1 


b . 


23 


' 56 


7 


e 


503 * 



INCOIUIIXTLY RKrOnXED DATA 
State .B, District B 



- 

CPIR Locution 




CPIR Data 




Error 


Matrix 


'Line 


Column' 


KMC 


, Orisinal 


Difference 


Code 


2 " 


2 


• c 


2 


0 


- 2 


2 


2 


3 


c 


13 


8 


- 5 


2 


2 


7 


c 


37 


8 


29 


2 


2 


O 


e 


20 


15 


- 5 


. 12 


2 


4 


e 


31 


22 


• 


12 


2 


5 


e 


33 


23' 


- 10 


12 


2 


6 


e 


31 


15 


- 16 


12 


2 


1 


e 


20 


15 


- 5 


12 


2 


8 


e 


16 


15 


- 1 


. 12 


2 ' 


9 


e 


1 


15 


14 


12 


2 


17 


e 


152 

1 


120 * 


- 32 


■ 10 


3 


1 


I: 




328 


- 13 


12 


3 


2 


b 


233 


240 


7 


3^ 


3 


1 


c 


254 


84 


-170 


11 


3 


6 


c 


2179 


0 


-2179 


7 


3 


"» 




1 


0 


- 1 


7 


4 


1 


b 


102 


328 


226 


9 


.4 


6 


' b 


2179 


2^81 


102 


9 






0 


2281 


328 


-1953 


V 


4 


9 




152 


12() 


32 


lb 


5 


2 


g 


u 


lUb 


■ - lUb ,. ' 




■ b 




h 


u 


— ^ 15 


■■ lb 


— 


5 


8 


c 


68 


0 


- 68 


J 


5 


3 




152 


0 


-152 


7 


5 


12 


c 


68 


0 


- 68 


7 


5 


31 


o 


i 


0 


- 2 


7 



INCOIUIECTLY llEPOnTKD DATA 
State B, District b— continued 

y 



CPm Locution 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Moti*ix 


Liuc 


Column 


KMC 


Ori[jln'al 


Difference 


5 


. 31 


c 


5 


0 


- 5 


7 


5 


32 


g 


190 


0 


-100 


7 


5 , 


33 


C 


102 


0 


-102 


7 


10 


25 


b 


0 


187 


187 


7 


10 


25 


c 


0 


1090 


1090 


7 


10 


25 


d 


0 


1004 


1004 


7 


10 


25 


g 


0 


105 ^ 


105 


7 


10 


25 


h 


0 


lo 


10 


7 


10 


33 


c 


1170 


\j 


— 1 «/ 


7 


10 




CI 




0 


-1004 


7 

n 1 


13 


1 


d 


2 


1 


- 1 


• 


13 


6 


h 


0 

1 


10 


10 


9 


13 


6 


d 


(V 


1 


1 


9 


14 ' 




k 


1 


2 


1 


12 


15 


1 


V 


4 


3 


1 


7 


•13 


1 


w 


3 


0 


0 

0 


7 


18 




w - 


31 


U 


- ol 


7 


. 19 


1 


d 




1 
1 


— 0 


7 




1 
J 




0 


1 


1 


9 


20 


], 


m 


1 


0 


- 1 




21 


1 


V 


5 


3 


- 2 


7 


21 




w 


15 


0 


- 15 


7 


21 


3 


y 


1 


0 


- 1 


7 


22 


] 


b 


6 


1 


- 5 


7 

• 


22 


i 


b 


3 


0 


- 3 . 


7^ 


1 22 


r 


b 


! ^ 




.- 5 


7 



131 130 



INCOIUlIiCTLY REPORTED DATA 
State B, District B--continued 



CPIR Location I 


CPIR Data 


Error 


Matri)f 


'Line 


Colupui 


KMC 


Original 


Liiiicrcnce 


Code 


22 


4' 


b 


% 38 


0 


- 38 


7 


30 


2 




29163 


39612 


10449 


7 


30 


8 




4209 


0 


-4209 


7 


30 


12 


c 


1329 


U 




7 


30 


15 


c 


1778 


0 


,-1778 


7 


0 30 


17 




2467 


0 


-2467 


7, 


30 


23 


c 


477 v'^ 


0 


y| T T 

-477 


7 


30 


34 


, 0 


190 


u 


ion 


7 


30 


S5 


c 


2200 


Ol OR 


e 

- O 


12 


30 


3G 


c 


OA A 


U 




7 


30 




c 






-249 


10 


30 


5o 


c 


43404 


431555 


-249 


10 


33 


48 


. j 


21 


0 


- 21 


7 


31 


^ 53 


j 


21 


u 




10 


31 


36 


o 


1042 


0 


-1042 


7 


31 


45 


o 


1042 


0 


-1042 


10 


31 


53 


o 


1042 


r\ 
U 




10 


31 


8 


p < 


. 4209 


A 
V 


1 — *t^U»J 






1 2 

J M 


n 
V 


1329 


0 


-1329 


7 


31 


15 


p 


1778 


0 


-1778 


7 


31 


17 


p 


2467 


0 


-2467 


7 


21 


id 


p 


477 


0 


-477 


7 


31 


34 


p 


13(1 


0 


'-190 • 


- ■ 7 


3l 




p 


i200 


0 


-2206 


■ 7 


3! 


• 35 


p 


iilcti 


' 0 


-1S86 


— -7 


■■ 111 


41 






u 

-s ^ 


-183 

• 


7 ■" 



132" 101 



r 



INCORRECTL^ HEPOHTED DATA w 
State B, District B--continued 



CPIR Locrition 


,CPIR Data ' 


El'ror 
Code 


Matrix 




Column 


RMC • 


Original 


Difference 


11 


42 


P 


543- 


0 


-543 


7 


31 


45 


' P 


43825 


0 


-43825 


7 


31 


47 


P 


621 


0 


-621 , 


7 ^ 


31 


48 


P 


21 


0 


- 21 


7 


31 


53 


P 


44467 


0 


^44467 


7 


31 


45 


g 


85122 


0 


-85122 


7 


31 


47 


K 


118 


0 


-118 


7 . 


31 


48 


g 


641 


0 


-641 


7 


31 


49 


g 


214 


0 


-214 


7 


31 


50 


q 


4138 


0 


-4138 


7 


31 


51 


q 


1692 


0 


-1692 


n 

/ 


31 


52 


q 


110 


0 


-lie 


7 


31 


53 


q 


92035 


0 


-92035 


7, 

/ 


40 


26 


d 


0 


47 


47 


5 


40 


27 • 


d 

1 


0 i 


1453 


1453 


5 




45 


. d 


0 


1500 


1500 


' 10 


40 


53 


d 


0 


1560 


1500 , 


10 


41 


48 


j 


514 


0 


-514 


7 


41 


53 


j 


514 


0 


-514 


7 


i\ 


36 


o 


24999 


0 


-24999 


7 


41 


45 


o 


24999 


0 


-24999 


7 


41 


53 


o 


24999 


0 


-24999 


. 10 


. 41 


36 


p 


24999 


0 


-24999 


7 


41 


45 • 


p 


24899 


0 


24999" 


10 


. 41 


48 


p 


514 


0 


-514 


7 


41 


53 


p 


25513 


0 

1 


-25513 


10 " 



^ 133 10!^ 

ERIC 



mCOIlRECTL^' REPORTED DATA 
State B, District B-- continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


1 Original 


Difference 


Code 


41 


45 


P 


2042917 




-2042917 


7 


41 


47 


P 


2827 


0 


- 2827 


7 


41 


48 


P 


15383 


0 


-15383 


7 


41 


49 


P 


5136 


0 


- 5136 


7 


41 


50 


P 


99302 
■ — 


0 


-99302 


7 « 


41 


51 


P 


40600^ 


0 


-40600 


7 


41 


52 


P 


2649 


0 


- 2649 


7 


41 


53 


P 


2208814 


0 


-2208814 


10 


. 46 


1 


b 


54 


0 


- 54 


7 


46 


2 


b 


65100 


44655 


-20445 


" 10 


46 


6 


b 


65154 


44655 


-20499 


10 


46 




c 


4826 


0 


- 4826 


10 


47. 


1 


b 


102 


84 


18 


10 


47 


1 


d 


102 


84 


18 


.10 


47 


1 


e 


152 


— I — . ^„ 
f 120 


32 


10 


47 


1 


f 


152 


120 


32 


10 


50 


1 


b 


0 


10245 


10245 


7 


50 


2 


b 


0 


.8262 




7 




n 
o 


FT ■ 


0 




51823 


7 


50 


4 


b 


0 


70331 


70331 


- 7 


51 


1 


b 


0 


1277 


1277 


* 7 


51 


1 


c 


0 


1277 


1277 


7 ' 


51 


2 


b 


0 


1004 


1004 


7 


51 


2 


c 


0 


1004 


1004 


7 


52 


1 


b 


0 


11 


11 


7 


54 


2 


b 


0 


218 


218 


7 




INCOnKlCCTLY IIKPOIITED DATA 
State B, District B--continued 



CPUl Locntion 


CPIR Data 


Error ' 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 
1— 


V 

Original 


Difference 


54 > 


2 


c 




108i; 


1082 


' ' 7 


54 


9 


jC 


0 


47 - 


47 


7 


54 


13 . 


c 


0 


10 


10 


7 


54 


14 


c 


0 


1139 


1139 


7 


54 


2 


d 


0 


70 ■ 


70 


7 


54 


3 


d 


0 


2 


2 


' 7 


54 


2 


e 


0 


322 


322 


7 


54 


3 


e 


0 


16 


16 


7 


54 


13 


e 


0 


23 


23 


7 


54 


14 - 


e 


0 


361 


361 












- 












< 


- 


















































• 
























\ 


■ 
































































































































(J 135 104 

ERIC 




CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 



State B, District B--continued 



' CPER bata Element 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line 


Coluirai 


Matfix 




Line 


Columii^ 


1 


1 . 


b 


K 


2 


47 


— <^ 


621 


1 


1 


c 


6 










1 


1 


d 


7 










1 


1 


e 


12 










2 


2 


b 


187 










2 


,3 


b 


160 










2 


4 


b 


181 










2 


4 


c ^ 


J 20 ' 










2 


5 


b 


191 












5 


c 


20 










2 


C 


b 


192 










2 


6 


c 


10 










2 


7 


b 


185 




\ 






2 


8 


b 


176 








V- 


2 


9 


b 


170 










2 


10 


b 


180 










2 


11 


b 


184 










2 


12 


b 


164 










2 


13 


b 


161 




/ 






2 


14 


b 


145 




— T 






2 


15 


b 


15 










, 2 


17 


b 


I 2281 










3 


2 


b 


24 










5 


2 


c 


84 










14 


1 


k 


2 










30 


41 


c 


183 










30 ^ 


42 


c 


543 











INCORRECTLY REPORTEDJDATA 
State B, District C 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


ErroB 
Code . 


Matrix 


•Line 


1 

Column I 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 




• 16 


b 


0 


2. 


2 


12 


2 


2 


c 


78 


30 


- 48 




2 


3 


c 


54 


25 


- 29 


1 


2 


4 


c 


?9 


25 


- 44 




2 


5 




54 


21 


- 33. 




2 


6 




0 


21 


21 


19 


. 2 


7 


c 


0 


21 


21 


19 


2 


8 


c 


0 


la- 


19 


19 


2 


9 


c 


A 
V 


22 


22 


19 


2 


,10 


c 


0 


25 


25 


12 


2 


15 


c 


26 


25 


1 




2 


17 


c 


281 


234 


- 47 




3 


1 


b 


2132 


220 


-1912 


2 


3 


1 


c 


255 


201 


- 54 


1 


3 


1 


e 


6 


5 


- 1 


1 


3 


2 


b 


3« 


30 


- 6 


9 


3 


2 


c 


26 


25 


- 1 


5 


3 




b 


1851 




43 


1 


3 


10 


b 


219 


0 


- 219 




4 


' 1 • 


b 


255 


201 


" 54 


ll 10 


4 


2 


0 


^fi 


25 


1 


10 


4 


9 




liiSi 


1908 


45 


Id 


4 


9 


b 


1 2i3^ 


2134 




16 


5 


2 


b 


78 


25 


- 53 


10 


5 s 


2 




157 


176 


19 


. 10, 


5 


5 


b 


0 


25 


,25 


9 



ERIC 



137 



10f> 



D'COKIIKCTLY llkpOilTEDpATA 
State B, District C-- continued' 

L 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Dtita ( 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


•JilnM. 


Colu^nji 


4 




JJiXlUFCIICU 




- 5 


c 




176 


143 


9 




25 


b n 


78- 

'/ ' 


25 


- 53 


10 


5 


25 


c 


177 


. 176 


* - 1 


10 


5 


28 


c * 


■■ r 

. 94 • 


0 


94 


7 i 


• 5 


33 


b 


78 . 


^ 


- 78 


7 


5 


33 


c 


177 





- 177 


7 


6 


. 14 


c 


26 




- 1 


10 


6 


25 


c 


26 


0 


- 26 


7 


6 


33 


c 


26 


0 


- 26 


7 


10 


5 . 


r 


0 


25 


25 


7 


Id 


25 




99 


147 


48 


10 


10 


25 




1207 


120<3j 


1 


1 


10 


25 


Til 








7 


13 


6 . 




0 






9 


13 


6 




u 


1 


' 1 


12 


-1 A 

14 


1 


P 


A 
*% 


A 
V 


4 J 
* 


2 


14 


c. 


K 


- " 3 




1 


2 




o 


n * 


o 


0 


2 


2 


15 


1 


, V • 


0 


3 


3 


-2 


15 


1 


y 


(J 


3 


4 


15 ■ 


' 15 


1 


V 


0 


-1 


1 


VA 


I — 

15 




X 


12 


0 




1 


19 


ft 


/ 


0 






7 


20 • 


6 


m 








7 


21 . 




) y 


0 




1 


7 


22 






. 2 , 


r 49 


47 


10 



138 107 



0 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
S^ate B, District C-- continued 



CPIR Locr.f.ion j 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Mpirix 


•Lino 


1 

Column j 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


22 


2 


b 


11 


3 . 


- 7 


10 


22 


3 


b 


0 


4 


4 


10 


22 


4 


b 


14 


5 


- 9 ~ 


10 


I 23 


2 


b 


1 


0 




7 


23 


2 


c 


1 


0 . 




7 


' 23 


14 


b 


1 


0 


- 1 


10 


23 


14 




1 


\ 


- 1 


10 


A 23 


14 




77 


0 


' - 77 


10 


23 


2 




77_ 


0 


- 77 


7 


25 


2 


b 


5 


0 


- 5 


10 


. 25 


2 


c 


- 5 


0 


- 5 


10 


25 


2 . 


d 


250 


0 - 


- 250 


10 


25 


14 


b 


. 'S. 


0 


5 . 


ft- 


25 


14 


c 


• 5" 


0' 


5 


lb 


25 


14 


d 


. 25^ 


0 


- 260 , 


10 


27 


-> 


\ b 


- . 0 , 


'5 


5 


10 


27 


2 


c 


0 


5 


5 


10 


27 


2 ; 


d 


0 


250 


250 


10 


25 


14 


D 


U 


c 
O 




10 


25 


14 


C 


0 


5 


5 


10 


v25 


J ^ 


d 


0 


250 


250 


10 '■ 


36 




C 


14(500 


fl5S2 


-801S 


4 


30 


5 


c 


2050 




-249« 


3 ■ 


50 


25 


c 


250 


0 


- 250 


7 




27" ■■ 


c 


0 


65 


(55 


2 ■ 


30 


31 


c 


197 


0 

4 


- 197 


2 • 



139 138 



INCORRECTLY REPOIITED DATA 
State B» District C--continued 



CPm Locatioa 


CPIB Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


# 

Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


30 


42 


c 


829 


334 


- 495 


7 


30 


45 


c 


17926 


6990 


-10936 


10 


30 


47 


c 


0 


22 


?2 


12 


30 


49 


c 


0 


302 


302 


12 


30 


53 


c 


17926 


7315 


-10611 


10 


30 


27 


d 


194 


0 


- 194 


7 


30 


45 


d 


194 


d 


- 194 


10 


30 


53 


d 


194 


0 


- 194 


10 


31 


36 


o 


3274^ 


0 


-3274 


9 


31 


45 


0 


3274 


or 


-3274 


10 


31 


53 


o 


3274 

^ 




-3274 


10 


31 


2 


p 


14600 


* 6582 ^ 


-8018 


10 


31 


6 


p 


2050 


9 


-2041 




i — 1 

31 


ri- 

25 




'* 250 


0 


- 250 


10 


31 


31 - 


p 


194 


65 


- 129 


10 


• Si 


47 


j 


62 


* 0 


CO 


9 




hi 


53 


s 

J 




A 
U 




do 




31 


31 


p 




n 
u 


JL«7 I 


10 




31 


36 


p 


3274 


0 


-3274 


10 


31 


42 


P 


829 


334 


- 495 


10 


31 


45 


P ^ 


2i3d4 


69a 1 


-144W 


i6 " 


31 




P 


62 


52 


- 46 


10 


31 


53 


P 




7315 


-14141 


Id " 


31 


45 ■ 


q 


l'/ul51 


0 


-170151 


1 


■ . 31 


4C 




31 


0 


- 31 


7 


31 


47 






u 


■ - 213 


7 ': 



140 100 

ERIC 



INCOnRECTIA' ill^POKTKl) DATA 
State B, District C--continued 



Crm Loctt'ion 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


1 

Column 1 


RMC 


Orij^iaal 


Difference 


31 


48 


q 


213 


0 


- 213 


7 


31 


49 




212 


0 


- 212 


7 


31 


50 


q 


3588 


0 


-3588 


7 


31 


51 


q 


995 


! 


- 995 


7 


31 


52 


q 


1359 


()j 


^ 

-1359 


7 


, 31 


53 


q 


176762 


?• f 


-176762 


10 


' 32 


2 


c 


0 


/ 6582 


G5S2 


12 


32 


G 


c 


0 


9 ' 


9 


12 


32 


13 


c 


4175 


0 


-4175 


4, 


32 


26 


c 


53 


0 


- 53 


3 


32 


27 


c 


0 


65 


65 


7 


32 


^ 

42 


c 


207 


334 


127 


3 


32 


45 


c 


4512 


6991 


-2479 


10 


32 


47 


c 


0 


22 


22 


2 


32 


4S 


c 


72 


302 


230 


3 


32 


49 


c 


848 


0 


- 848 • 


3 


32 


53 


c 


5432 


7315 


1883 


10 


32 ■ 


27 


* d 


20 


0 


- 20 


7 


19 - 

Oil 




A 

u 


90 


A 
V 


— 


. 10 


32 


53 


d 


20 


0 


- 20 


10 


33' 


35 


O 


334 


0 


- 334 


9~ 


3:] 


45 ' 


o 




0 


- 334 


10 ■ 


33 


53 




334 


0 


- 334 


ITJ 


33 


47 


j 


6 


0 


- 6 


9 


33 


47 




— V- • ' 
6 


0 


6 


10 




2 


p 


1 0. 

1 


G5S2 


0582" 


10 



INCORRECTLY Rli PORTED DATA 
State B, District C-- continued 



f 



CPIR Location 


CPIH Data 




Error 


Matrix 


Line 


1 

Column 1 


RMC 


Orfginal 


Difference 


Code 


33 


6 


P 


0 


9 


9 


10 


33 


13 


P 


4175 


0 


-4175 


10 


33 


25 


P 


77 


0 


- 77 


10 


33 


26 




53 


0 


- 53 


10 


33 


27 


P 


20 


65 


45 


10 


33 


36 


P 


334 


0 


- 334 


10 


33 


42 


P 


207 


334 


127 


10 


33 


45 


P 


4866 


6990 


2124 


10 


33 


47 


P 


6. 


22 


16 


10 


33 


48 


P 


72 


302 


230 


10 


33 


49 


P 


848 


0 


- 848 


10 


1 no 


53 


P 


5792 


7315 


1523 


10 


33 


45 


q 


17349 


0 


-17349 


7 


33 


46 


q 


3 


\, 0 , 


- 3 


7 


33 


47 


q 


22 


\ \ 0 


. 22 


7 


33 


48 


q 


22 


"T"^ 

\ \ 0 



- 22 


7 


33 


49 


q 


21 


0 . 


.- 21 


7 


33 


50 


q 


366 


0 


- 366 


7 


33 


31 


q 




0 

V 


- 101 


7 


33 


52 


q 


139 


0 


- 139 


r 


33 


53 


q : 


18023 


0 


-18023 


10 


40 


2 


c 


0 


6582 


6582 


4 


40 


6 


c 


0 


9 


9 


3 


40 


11 


c 


0 


65 


65 


3 


40 


41 


c 


0 


334 


334 


3 


40 


45 


* c 


0 


6990 


6990 


3 



INCOnRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State B, District C--continued 



\ CPER Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


•Line 


1 

Column 1 


RMC 


Original 


difference 


40 


47 


c 


, 0 


22 


2 


3 


40 


48 


c 


0 ' 


302 


302 


3 


40 


53 


c 


0 


- 7315 


7315 


10 


40 


27 


d 


1400 


1623 


223 


n 
1 


40 


45 


d 


. 1400 


1623 


223 


t n 


40 


53 


d 


1400 


1623 


223 




40 


4 


e 


0 


3449 


3449 


7 


40 


17 


e 


0 


225 


225 


n 
1 


40 


18 


e 


0_ 


2882 


2882 


7 
1 


40 


21 


e 


0 - 


' 1412 


1412 


7 


40 


28 


q 


0 


1025 


1025 


7 


40 


41 


e 


0 


547 


457 


7 


40 


42 


e 


0 


35 


35 


7 


40 


44 


e 


0 


214 


214 


7 


40 


45 


e 


0 


9703 


9703 


10 


40 


49 


e 


0 


• 531 


531 


7 


40 


52 


e 


0 


4315 


4315 


7 


40 


53 


e 


0 


14550 


^4550 


10 


41 


47 


j 


462 


0 


- 462 


10 


41 


53 


j 


462 


0 


- 462 


10 


41 


if]' 


o 




0 


-16777 


7' 


41 


45 


o 


16777 


0 


-16777 


10 


41 


53 


o 


16777 


0 


-16777 


10 


. 41 


2 


p 


0 


6582 


6582 


10 


41 


4 


p 


0 


3449 ^ 


3449 


10 


41 


G 


p 


0 


9 


9 


10 



I 



143 ± ^r* 



INCORRTiCTLi" REPORTED DATA 
State B, District C--continued 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error « 
Code 


Malrbc 


Line 


1 

Ct)lumn 


RMC 


Original ' 


Difference 


41 


17 


P 


0 


225 


225 


10 


41 


18 


P 


0 


2882 


2882 


10 


41 


21 


P 


0 


1412 


1412 • 


10 


41 


27 


P 


1400 


1683 


288 


10 


41 


28 


P 


0 


1025 


1025 


10 


41 ' 


36 


. P 


16777 


0 


-16777 • 


10 


41 


41 


P 


P ' 


457 


457 


10 


41 


^ 42 


P 


0 


370. 


370 


10 


41 


44 


P 




214 


214 


10 


41 


45 


P 


18177 


18317 


200 


10 


41 


47 


P 


462 


22 


- 440 


10 


41 


48 


P 


0 


302 


302 


lU 


41 


49 


P 


0 


531 


531 


10 


41 


52 


P 


0 


4315 


4315 




41 


53 


P 


18639 


23488 V 


. 4849 


10 


41 , 


45 


q 


1235113 


0 


-1235113 


7 


41 


46 


q 


227 


0 


- 227 


7 


41 


47" 


q 


1547 


0 


-1547 


7 


41 


48 


1 


1547 


n *" 


— xO'kf 


7 


41 


49 


q . 


1546 


6 


-1546 


7 ■ 




^6 


q 


26046 


0 


"-2604^ 




41 


' 51 


q 


■ 7219 


0 


-7219 


Y 


41 


52 


q 


9876 


0 


-9876 


7 


41 


53 


q 


1283121 


0 


-1283121 


10 


46 


1 


b 


7425 


0 


-7425 


10 

* 


46 


2 


b 


35649 


2S067 


-9582 


10 



ERIC 



INCOimECTLY RKPORTKD DATA 
State B, District C- -continued 



CPm Loc;ition 


.CPIIt Data 


Error 
Code . 


MatrL\ 


Liue 


Column j 

1 


RMC 


Origiual 


Difference 





6 — 


^ 

b — 


4:mA 


— 2im2 


-MOO 


10— 




R 
\i 










10 


47 


1 

A 


h 






91 


10 


47 


1 


A 
u 






91 


10 




Q 
O 


K 

u 


QCOQA 




41 *l 


12 




A 


h 






411 


10 


S 1 


1 
A 


h 


1587 


1353 


- 234 


10 


51 


^ 2 


b 


1587 


1353 


- 234 


10 


52 


1 


b 


103^ 


42 


61 


10 


54 


1 


c 


I 386 
^ 


0 


- 886 


7 


54 


2 


c 


/ 886 


616 


- 270 


7 


54 


13 


c 


/ 181 


0 


- 181 


7 


54 


14 


c 


/ 1067 

4 


G16 


- 451 


10 


54 


1 


e 


/ 454 


0 


- 454 


7 


54 


2 


e 


454 


203 


- 251 


7 


54 


13 


e 


93 


0 


- 93 


7 


54 


14 


e 


547 


293 


- 344 


7 


55 


1 


k 








7 


55 


o 


k 


1340 


0 


-1340 


7 


55 


13 


k 


274 


0 


- 274 


7 


55 


14 


k 


1614 


0 


-1614 


7 


56 


1 


d 


265 


0 


- 265 


7 


56 


3 


d 


265 


0 


- 265 


7 


56 


8 


d 


530 


0 


- 530 


10 


57 


1 


d 


2 


0 


2 


12 


57 


3 


d 


2 


0 


- "" 2 


12 


5? 




d 


4 1 0 


- 4 


12 



CORBECTLY REPORTED DATA 
» State B, District C- -continued 4, 



€PIR Data Element 

• 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 








Matrix 


Liii'e 


Column 


/ 1 


1 


* 

b 


K 


51 


2 


c 


545 


1 


1 


c 


8 


54 


2 


b 


201 


X 


1 


d 


9 


54 


2 


d 


74 


- > 
1 


1 


e 


12 










2 


2 


D 


177 










2 


3 


D 


188 










2 


4 


D 


207 










2 


5 


D 


180 










2 


6 


D 


183 












7 


D 


160 










A 


8 . 


D 


175 










A 


f\ 
9 


D 


150 












10 


D 


142 






ir — 






11 


D 


106 










A 


1 A 

12 


D 


140 










A 

2 


13 


D 


146 










A 
It 


14 


D 


153 










A 


10 


D 


25 










3 


1 


e 


5 










3 


2 


e 


1 










13 


2 


d 


2 










14 


1 


h 












14 


2 


h 


1 










14 


6 


m 


1 


v. 








50 


1 


b 


14807 










50 


2 


b 


11004 










51 


1 


c 


545 











\ 

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District D 



CPER L9cation . 


CPIR Data \ 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


1 Column 


RMO 


Original 


\ 

Difference 


2 


17 


b 


8066 


8026 


- 40 


v 


3 


1 


c 


732 


692 


- 40 


V 


3 


6 


c " 


7374 


0 


-7374 


\ 

— V 


3 


6 


e 


16 


0 


- 16 




3 


6 


f 


1 


-0 


- 1 • 


7 


3 


10 


b 


NA 






8 


4 


1 


b 


740 


700 


- 40 


10 


4 


6 


b 


7374 


0 


-7374 




4 


9 


b 


8114 


0 


0 -8114 




5 


1 


f 


40 


0 


- 40 




5 


2 


c 


462 


0 


- 462 




■ 5 


3 


c 


462 


0 


- 462 




5 


5 


b 


90 


0 


- 90 




5 


9 


c 


0 


462 


462 




5 


12 


c 


0 


462 


462 




5 


27 


c 


120 


0 


- 120 


11 


5 


27 


d 


140 


0 


- 140 




5 


30 


c 


0 


120 


120 




5 


30 


d 


0 


147 


147 




5 


32 


d 


0 


170 


170 




5 


33 


b 


90 


0 


- 90 




5 


33 


c 


462 


435 


- 27 


3 


5 


33 


d 


140 


170 


30 


3 


10 


23 


b 


625 


0 


- 625 


2 


10 


25 


c 


3198 


4301 


1103 


2 


10 


25 


d 


998 


0 


- 998 


2 



INCOllRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District l>--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Coluiiin 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


10 


33 


b 


625 


715 


" 90 


o 
«) 


10 


33 


c 


3198 


3220 


22 


o 
o 


10 


33 


d 


3551 


3221 


-330 


o 
o 


13 




b 


48 


0 


- 48 


- o 
Z 


13 




d 


13 


9 


- 4 


n 
ti 


14 




h 


3 


0 


- 3 


2 


14 




m 


1 


3 


2 


2 


14 




o 


0 


1 


1 


2 


14 


6 


k 


1 


0 


- 1 




14 


6 


m 


6 


0 ■ 


- 6 


9 


14 


6 


P 


0 


191 


191 


9 


15 


1 


t 


30 


0 


- 30 


9 


15 


1 


V 


0 


5 


5 


9 
£t 


15 


1 


w 


6 


0 


- 6 


2 


\ 

15 1 


V. 6 


X 


53 


0 


- 53 


7 


15 


6 


y 


43 


0 


- 43 


7 


19 


1 


d 


3 


0 


- 3 


7 


21 


1 


t 


76 


0 


-, - 76 


Q 


21 


1 


V 

> 


4 


0 


- 4 


g 


22 


1 


b 


40 


0 


- 40 


'7 


22 


2 


b 


27 


0 


- 27 


7 


22 


3 


b 


110 


0 


-110 




22 


4 


b 


. 108 




-108 


7 


23 


3 


b 


111 




-111 


7 


23 


3 


c 


111 


0 


-111 


7 


23 


3 


d 


'2116 


0 


-2116 


7 



INCORREtTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District D--continued 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


30 


1 




25510 


13300 


-1 2910 


3/10 


30 


2 


c 


25510 


13241 


_ 1 ooaa 

± 


3/10 


30 


3 


c 


21339 


0 




3/10 


30 


4 


Q 




7000 




'^10 


30 


5 


Q 


v — 


19200 




3/10 


30 


6 


Q 


0 


10000 


lUUUU 


3/10 


30 


9 


Q 


0 


22500 




3/10 


30 


J2 


c 




7500 




3/10 


30 


15 


c 




0 




7 


30 


2S 


e 


17fi 


0 


176 


7 


30 


26-27 


c 


428 


0 


- 428 


5 


30 


26-27 


d 


1476 


0 


- 1476 


5 


30 


28 


c 


7315 


0 


- 7315 


7 


30 


32 


c 


3000 


0 


- 300O 


11 • 


30 


33 


c 


JQ 


36510 


36510 


11 


30 


42 


c 


30447 


29427 


- 1020 . 


5 


30 


4S 


e 


5 


0 


5 


7 


30 


45 


c 


164045 


156456 


- 7589 


10 


30 


45 


d 


1476 


0 


- 1476 


10 


30 


45 


e 


181 


0 


- 181 


10 


30 


48 


c 


0 


7200 


72000 


5 


30 


53 


c 


164045 


163656 


- 389 


10 


30 


53 


d 


1476 


0 


- 1476 


10 


30 


. 53 


e 


181 


0 


- 181 


10 


*<i 

31 


53 


o 


0 


23252 


23252 


5 


31 


53 


V 


25510 


0 


-25510 


7 



erJc ' 



149 lAFi 



INCOIUIECTLY REPt)RTED DATA 
State C, District D--continued 



CPIR Location 


' GPIR Data 


1 

Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


31 


2 


P 


25510 


0 


-25510 


7 
1 


31 


3 


P 


21339 


0 


-21339 


7 


31 


4 


P 


21339 


0 


-21339 


7 


31 


5 


P 


25510 


0 


-25510 


n 
t 


31 


7 


0 


, 2903 


0 


- 2913 


c 

D 


31 


7 


P 


2903 


0 


- 2903 


n 
1 


31 


8 


0 


2902 


0 


- 2902 


0 / 


31 


8 


p 


2902 


0 


- 2902 


7 


31 


9 


0 


2902 


0 


- 2902 


e 
tj 


31 


9 


p 


2902 


0 


- 2902 


7 


31 


12 


0 


2902 


0 


. - 2902 


c 

u 


31 


12 


p 


2902 


a- 


- 2902 


7 
1 


31 


15 


p 


369 


0 . 


- 369 


10 


31 


17 p 


0 


0 


200 


200 


5 


31 




p 


176 


0 


- 176 


10 


31 


26-27 


p 


1904 


0 


- 1904 


10 


31 


28 


p 


7315 


0 


- 7315 


10 


31 


32 


0 


0 


332 


332 


5 


31 


32 


p 


3000 


0 


- 3000 


' 10 ■ 


31 


34 


0 




278 


278 


5 


31 


34 


p 


3278 


0 


- 3278 


10 


31 


35 


0 


' 0 


5448 


5448 


5 


31 


36 


0 


2218 


186G2 


16444 


2 


31 


36 


p 


2218 


0 


- 2218 


10 


31 


40 


0 


0 


705 


705 


5 


31 


42 


p 


30452 




-30452 


10 



i>;coRRECTLy ui:ported data 

state C, District D--^ontinued 



CPm L^^cation 


CPIR Data 


• 

Error 
Code 


1 

Matrix 


'Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


31 


45 


o 


13827 


0 


- 13827 


7 


31 


45 


p 


179529 


0 


-179529 


7 


31 


45 




0 


0 


0 


8 


31 


46 


o 


0 


3450 


3450 


5 


•J A 


47 


n 

M 








8 




48 


n 
4 




^ «u 




8 




49 


4 








8 


31 


50-^51 


n 


148043 


0 


-148043 


7 


31 


53 


o 


13827 


0 


- 13827 


10 


31 


53 


p 


179529 


0 


-179529 


10 


: 3r 


53 


q 


1018279 




-1048279 


7 


40 


25 


e 


'1877, 


0 


- 1877 


7 


40 


26 \ 


d 


24541 


3035 


- 18472 


5 


40 


27 


d 




. 3034 




5 


40 


42 


e 


58 


0 


58 


7 


40 


45 


d 


24541 


6069 


- 18472 


10 


40 


45 


e 


- 1935 


0 


- 1935 


10 


40 


53 


d 


24541 


6069 


- 18472 


10 


40 


53 


e 


^1935 


0 


- 1935 


10 


41 


25 




1877 


0 


- 1877 




41 


26 


p 


24541 


^0 


- 24541 N 


,7/10 


41 


27 


p 




0 




7/10 


41 


36 


o 


17532 


138853 


-121321 


2 


41 


36 


p 


17532 


0 


- 17532 


7 


41 


42 


p 


58 


0 


58 


10 


41 


45 


o 


17532 


0 


- 17532 


7 



151 150 



MNCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District D — continued' 



.CPER Location 


^ CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


BMC 


Original 


Difference 


41 


1 45 


P 


14008 


0 


- 44008 


7 


41 


\ — 

45 


q 


NA 


10753437 


-10753437 


8 


41 


46 




NA 


5146473 


5146473 


8 


41 


47-48--, 


9 c, NA 


NA 


-1- 


8 


41 


50 


q 


1579419 


' "985000 


- 148843 


7/8 


41 ' 


51 


q 




742462 




7/8 


41 • 


53 


0 


17532 


0 


17532 


7/10 


41 


53 


p 


AAt\t\Q 

44Uu(5 


0 


44008 


7/10 


.41 


53 


q 


llIB3o79 


17627372 


6443693 


7/10 


46 


1 


b 


2571o 


0 


- 25718 


7 


46 


2 


b 


^ o e /? 

lf>525o 


• * 0 


- 165256 


7 


46 


6 


D 


1 190374 


0 


- 190974 


7 


46 


» 6 


* Q 


32563 ' 


0 


- 32563 


7 


50 


1 


b 


30536 


0 


- 3Q536 


7 


• 50 


1 


c 


252 


'0 


252 


7 


50 


2 


b 


•13478 


50091 


36613 


7 


50 


2 


c 


472 ^ 


1006 


532 


,7 


• 50 


3 


' b 


6077 ' 


0 


6077 


7 


So 


3 


c V 


280 


0 

2^, ; 


280 


7 


51 . 


1 


b 


4375 


4301 


;r 


1 


51 


.2 


b 


4375 


4301 


74 


2 


51 


2 


c 


998 


0 


998 


2 


N 52 


1 


b 


240 


179 


61 


•9 




. 1 


c 


57 2S^ 


5829 


100 


*5 


' 54 


1 


e 


19873 


0 


. - 19873 


" 8 


54 


2 


c 


2844 

i 


3034 


190 


5 



152 



INCORRKCTLY REPORTED DATA 
§tate C, District D--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KMC, 


Original 


Differ euce 


54 


e 




1^4 


' 0 


134 


8 


54 


5 






2795 
!X 


90 


5 


54 


5 






0 


-19739 


8 


S4 


14 






0 ' 




10 








1QQ70 • 


0 




10 




1 
X 




A'% 7 


240 

s 


. - 177 ' 


8 


55 


1 


h 




6069 


' ^ 

-19950 


.lb 


55 


2 


t 


707 


0 


- 207 


8 


55 


2 


Ir 

u 




3034 


- 151 


' 10. 


55 


5 


or 


210 


240 


3d 


18 


. 55 


5 


h 


22S34 


3035 


-19.799 


10, 


55 


14 


of 


417 


' 0 


- 417 


7 


55 


14 


h 


26019 


6069 


••°19950 


10 


58 




b 


70 


0 


70 


7 


58 






645 


0 


- 645 


7 


58 




d 


3660 


» 0 


- 3660 


7 


58 




e 


3691 


0 . 


- 36fll 


7. 


58 


— 1— 


b 


8066 


0 


- 8066 


10 


58 


2 


d 


319 


0 


- 319 


7 


58 


2 


b 


*- 319 


0 


- 319 


10 




3 


g 


111 


0 


- Ill 


. 7 




3 


h 


111 


0 


- Ill 


10 


61 




d , 


1 


0 


1 


7 


61 


12 , 


d 


1 


0 


1 


7 


6L 


13 


d 


2 


0 


2 


7 


61 


17 


d 


2 


0 


2 


7 



mCORRlCCTLY RKPORTED DATA ^ 
State C, District D--continued o 



CPIR Location 


CPIE Data 


Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 




Origiaal 


Difference 


62 


25 


h , 


111 


0 


- Ill 


I 


62 


25 


I 


2^16 


0 


-2116 


n 

I 
































































• 






















- 






























: — \ — 





































































it 






























































f 




















































































t 









CORRECTLY RE1K)RTED DATA. 
State C, District [)- -continued 



I 

cpm 


Data Element 




1^ - 
CPIR Data Element ^ 


Data Value 


Matrix' 


T ino 


I,. UiUilUl 






V^vliUilUl 


1 




i_ 
D 


P 


2 


11 , 


D 


632 


1 




C 


6 




1 If 


C 


30 


1 




J 
Q 


7 


2 




kj 


625 


1 


1 


6 


12 




12 


C 


20 


2 




h 
u 


20 




xo 


D 


595 


2 




K 
u 


645 


o 




C 


20 


2 


2 


C 


90 


2 


X*k 


D 


588 


2 


o 
o 


K 
O 


643 


o 


14 
x^ 


C 


10 


2 


Q 
O 


c 


90 


o 
o 


1 


u 
D 


870 


2 




LI 


2 


o ' 

o 


1 


A 


8 


2 


'i 


h 
U 


573 


o 


1 


a 


8 


2 


A 


i> 


90 


o 


1 


f 


1 


2 






2 




1 




90 


2 


e 
D 




619 


c 


1 




462 


2 . 


c 


Q 


90 




1 


i 
J 


8 


2 


5 


U 


2 


e 
0 


2 


h 


90 


2 


c 
D 




566 


e 
9 


2 


{ 
J 


8 


2 


D 




65 


c; 


4 


p 


462 


2 


6 


d 

-i 


2 


5 


5 


C 


462 


2 


7 


b 


632 


5 


29 


j 


8 


2 


7 


c 


65 


5 


31 


C 


100 


2 


8 


b 


627 
k. 


5 


32 


c 


462 


2 




c 


62 


10 


25 


J 


319 


^2 


9 


b 


644 


13 


1 


c 


1 


2 


9 




30 


30 


j4 


c 


3278 


O 


10 


b 


607 


47 


1 


b 


692 


2 


10 


c 


30 


47 


1 


c 


8 



I 



CORRKCTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District continued 



CPm Data Element 


Data Value 


CPtR Data Element 


Data Value 




Line 


vulii 1 1 in 






Column 


47 


1 


d 


700 






"V ' 




50 


4 


b 


50091 


• 








50 


4 


c 


1006 










51 


1 




3691 










51 


1 


d 


319 










51 . 


2 


d 


319 










52 


1 


c 


12 




















o 














■ 




} 




















1 






























- 


1 




















































> 


































































f 



























































































































^ 156 155 

ERIC 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District E 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


2 


11 

12- 


b 








11 


3 


2 


b 


16 


0 


' - 16 


7 


3 


6 


c 


955 


0 


- 955 


7 


3 


10 


b 


163 


0 


- 163 


7 


4 


6 


b 


955 


0 


- 955 


7 


4 


9 


b 


955 


0 


- 955 


10 


4 


9 


c 


163 


0 


- 163 


10 


5 


31 


f 


27 


0 


- 27 


11 


5 


31 


g 


111 


0 


- Ill 


11 


5 


31 


b 


25 


0 


- 25 


11 


5 


33 


b 


0 


27 


27 


2 


5 


33 


c 


0 


111 


111 


2 


5 


33 


d 


0 


25 


25 


2 


10 


25 


b 


90 


0 


- 90 


9 


10 


25 




479 


0 


- 479 


9 


10 


25 


d 


386 


0 


- 386 , 


9 


10 


33 


b 


90 


65 


- 25 


9 


10 


33 


c 


479 


363 


- 116 


9 


10 




d 


386 


364 


- 22 


9 


14 




m 


2 


0 


2 




15 


6 


w 


r% 
O 


0 


- 3 


9 


15 


6 


y 


5 


0 


- 5 


9 


19 


1 


b 


2 


, 0 


2 


5 


21 


1 


w 


2 


0 


2 


5 


22 


All 


b 




0 




7 


30 


2 


c 


2696 


480n 


2104 


5 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District E--continued 



CPER Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 

L«OQe 


Mntrix 


' T jin** 


Colli mn 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


30 


3 


c 


3033* 33 


3300 


266.67 


5 


30 


6 


c 


3371. 54 


300 


-3071. 54 


5 




on 


c 


1500 


1895 


one 

395 


5 


30 


21 


c 


0 


800 y 


800 


5 


30 


27 


c 


116. 23 


720 


603. 77 


5 


30 


28 


c 


0 


100 


JOO 


5 


30 


35 


c 


392 


750 


358 


5 


30 


40 


c 


89. 60 


0 


89. 60 


5t 


30 


41 


c 


0 


100 


100 


5 


30 


42 


c 


1S20. i J 


1975 


1 C 4 OA 

154. 30 


5 


JO 


45 


c 


isoiy. «53 


1^1740 


17^(f. o7 


10 




47 


c 


3440. ou 


1 Q OC 




5 


on 
«jU 




c 


1 4 l^^R 1 Q 


1 A^7<? 
lOO f 0 


oinq ai 


10 


on 




A 

u 




n 
u 




7 


O 1 




o 


n 
U 




OAOQ 

Juoy 


7 


oi 




p 








10 


ox 


All 


*4 




n 




10 




All 


H 




n 
u 




n 

4 


41 




r\ 
\J 




17767 


'5738 11 


2 


41 


All 


P 




0 




9 


41 


45 


q 




1344343 




8 


41 


47 


1 

q 




56391 




8 


41 


50 


n 




70000 




8 


41 


51 


q 


7«228 


21510 




8 


41 


- 53 


q 


1205943 






7 


46 


1.2,6 






0 




7 


30 


All 


^ 1 








7 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State C, District E- - continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KrlL 


unginai 


jjiiierencc 


51 


1,2 


b,c 


— 


0 





7 




1 


D 




n 
U 




7 


54 














8 








^ 








































































- 

































































































































































159 ir-S 



CORRECTLY KEIORTED DATA 
State C, District E--continued 



CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


1 


1 


b 


K 


2' 


13 


b 


63 


1 


1 


0 


6 


2 


14 




44 


1 


1 


d 


7 


2 


17 


b 


955 


1 


1 


e 


12 


2 


17 


e 


163 


2 


1 


b 


12 ^ 


3 


1 


b 


163 


2 


2 


b 


90 


3 


1 


0 


W3 


2 


2 


e 


15 


3 


1 


e 


1 


2 


3 


b 


82 


4 


1 


c 


163 




3 


e 


25 


5 


2 


f 


27 


2 


4 


b - 


85 


5 


2 


g 


111 


2 


4 


e 


25 


5 


2 


h 


25 


2 


5 


b 


SI 


' 5 


3 


f 


27 


2 


5 


e 


15 


3 


3 




111 


2 


6 


b 


82 


5 


3 


h 


25 


2 


6 


e 


15 


5 


G 


f 


27 


2 


7 


b 


75 . 


5 


6 


g 


111 


2 


7 


e 


20 


3 


6 


h 


25 


2 


8 


b 


68 


5 


25 


f 


27 


2 


8 


e 


11 


5 


25 


g 


111 


2 


9 


b 


75 


5 


25 


h 


25 


2 


9 


e 


10 


5 


32 


f 


27 


2 


JO 


b 


72 


5 


32 


g 


111 
111 


2 


10 


e 


7 


5 


32 


h 


25 


2 


11 


b 


64 


19 




d 


6 


2 


11 


e 


5 


20 




m 


1 


2 


12 


b 


G3 


20 




q 


1 


2 


12 


e 1 3 


47 
47 




e 


163 




1 1 . 


163 



160 



INCORRFXTLY RE POUTED DATA 
State D, District F 



''C^-'m Location 


CPm Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Columi 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


« 2 


9 


b 


299 


279 


- 20 


6 


2 


17 


b 


3537 


3517 


- 20 


10 


2 


3 


c 


90 


120 


r 

30 


•7 


2 


5 


c 


30 


60 


30 


7 


2 


7 


c 


30 


0 


- 30 


• 7 


2 


8 


c 


30 


0 


- 30 


7 


2 


13 


c 


34 


30 


- 4 


7 


2 


14 


c 


22 


26 


4 


7 


2 


3 


1 

e 


289 


279 


- 19 


7 


2 


17 


e 


289 


279 


- 19 


10 


3 


1 


b i 


2554 


1194 


-1360 






1 


— 1 

1 


615 


32G 


-289 


11 


3 


1 


e. 


5 


4 


- 1 


7 


O 


6 


c 


, 3211 


3191 


- 20 


10 


4 


6 


b 


3211 


3191 


- 20 


10 


4 


9 


b 


3527 


3517 


- 2C 


10 


4 


1 


c 


289 


279 


- 19 


10 


4 


9 


c 


289 


270 


- 19 


10 


5 


2 


c 


0 


270 


270 


7 


5 


7 


c 


270 


0 


-270 


7 


5 


8 


e 


270 


0 


-270 


7 


5 


9 


" c 


270 


0 


-270 


7 


5 


28 


c 


0 


270 


270 


2 


5 


31 


c 


0 


270 


270 


2 


5 


28 


c 


0 


56 


56 


2 


5 


9 


g 


289 


0 


-289 


9 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District F- - continued 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


5 


12 


g 


0 


270 


270 


9 


5 


25 


g 


0 


270 


270 


9 


5 


28 


g 


0 


270 


270 


9 


5 


33 


g 


289 


0 


-289 


7 


10 


25 


c 


2039 


2052 


13 


10 


10 


2G 


c 


600 


0 


-600 


9 


10 


33 


c 


2039 


2052 


13 


10 


10 


6 


d 


0 


685 


685 


9 


10 


23 


d 


0 


493 


493 


9 


10 


25 


d 


1172 


1184 


12 


9 


10 


26 


d 


593 


0 


-593 


9 


10 


33 


d 


1172 


1184 


12 


10 , 


13 


2 


d 


11 


2 


- 9 


9 


13 


6 


d 


0 


83 


83 


9 


13 


6 


g 


0 


52 


52 


9 


13 


6 


j 


0 


11 


11 


9 


14 


1 


1 


0 


1 - 


1 


12 


14 


1 


n 


1 


0 


- 1 


7 


14 


6 


k 


1 


0 


- 1 


7 
I 


14 


6 


m 


0 


11 


11 


12 


14 


6 


n 


6 


0 


- 6 


7 


15 


1 


V 


12 


11 


- 1 


9 


15 


1 


w 


2 


0 


- 2 


9 


15 


1 


X 


3 


0 


- 3 


9 


15 


1 


y 


1 


0 


- 1 


9 


15 


«i 


V 


0 


10 


10 


12 




INCORRKCTLY RliPORTKD DATA 
State D, District F--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Colurrui 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


15 


6 


w 


1 


0 


- 1 


9 


15 


6 


X 


30 


0 


- 30 




15 


'6 


V 


2 


0 


2 


Q 

u 


19 




d 


13 


6 


- 7 




20 




m 


2 


0 


- 2 




21 




V 


12 


4 


- 8 




21 




y 


1 


0 


- 1 * 


7 


22 




b 


26 


150 


124 


9 


22 


4 


b 


40 


0 


- 40 


9 


23 


2 


b 


11 


19 


8 


9 


23 


14 


b 


11 


0 


- 11 


7 


22 


14 


c 


11 


0 


- 11 


7 


22 


2 


e 


0 


10 


10 


9 


22 


2 


f 


0 


1440 


1440 


9 


22 


2 


or 


0 


11 


11 


9 


22 


2 


h 


0 




585 


585 


9 


Z3 


2 


i 


0 


11 


11 


d 


23 


2 


j 


0 


1200 


1200 


9 


27 


14 


b 


10 


0 


- 10 


7 


27 


14 


c 


10 


0 


- 10 


7 


27 


2 


J 


400 


1000 


1000 


9 


30 


2 


c 


0 


60334 


30334 


2 


30 


7 


c 


21111 


0 


-21111 


11 


30 


8 


c 


301G2 


0 


-30162 


11 


30 


9 


c 


21113 


0 


-21111 


11 


36 


14 


c 


3141 


15000 


11859 


5 



163 IC'^ 




INCORRL: CTLY R E POllTE D DATA 
State D, District F- -continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data / 


Error 


Matrix 


Line 


V OlUmD 


"RMP 


Oi*l iHti ol 


Differ once 


30 


19 




C 


A 

u 


OOAA 


J«IUU 


2 


30 


OA 

20 


C 






-f:465 


9 


OA 

30 




c 






-1225 


7 


OA 

30 




c 


J. J.«r*t 


0 


-1194 


7 


30 


OO 

32 


^ c 


7^n 

1 uu 


0 


- 750 


5 


30 


34 


c 


9f?Q 1 




-2631 

K 


5 


30 


41 


c 


OO 1 


A 

u 


- 567 


7 


OA 

30 




c 


1 v^O 


0 


-7528 


7 


OA 




L> 


107664 


112013 


4349 


10 






r* 


7908 


0 


-7908 


5 




""53 




115^72 


112013 


-3559 


or- 


30 


26 


d 


19 


0 


1 A 

19 


5 


30 


"27 


d 


678 


OAl 

391 


9ft7 


5 


30 


45 


d 


697 


oUl 


_ QAC 


10 


30 


53 


d 


697 


O A.^ * 

391 


O AC 


10 


31 


16 


0 


41 


0 


ill 


7 


31 


26 


0 


4 A C A 

1059 


u 


« 


3 


31 ' 


29 


0 


177 


u 




7 


11 


36 


0 


6349 


G663 


314- 


3 


31 


42 


0 


9 


0 


- 9 


3 


31 


45 


0 


7635 


6663 


- 972 


10 


31 


46 


0 


3223 


0 


-3223 


7 


31 


47 


0 


167 


0 


- 167 


7 


31 


49 


0 


542 


0 


- 542 


7 


31 


53 


o 


11567 


6663 


-4904 


10 


31 


2 


p 


0 


S0334 


30334 


10 



ERIC 



\ 

\ 

\ 

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 



'State D, District F--continued 



CPIR Location 


♦ 

CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


31 


7 


P 

■ 1 


21111 


0 


-21111 


10 


3'l 


3 • 


P 


^0162 


0 


-30162 


10 


31 


9 


P 


21111 


0 


-21111 


10 


31 


14 


. P 


3141 


15000 


11859 


10 




— 1 

16 


P 


41 


0 


- 41 


10 


. 31' 


if 19 


P 


0 


3900 


3900 


10 


31 


20 


P 


15244 


9779 


-5465 


10 


^ 31 


25 


P 


4225 


3000 


-1225 


10 


31 


26 


P 


2272 


0 


-2272 


10 


31 


■ 27 


P 


678 


391 


- 287 


10 


31 


29 


P 


177 


0 


- 177 


10 


-31 


32 


P 


750 


0 


- 750 


10 


31 


34 


P 


2631 


0 


-2631 


10 


31 


36 


P 


6349 


6663 


314 


10 


31 


41 


P 


567 


0 


- 567 


10 


31 


42 


P 


7537 


0 


-70J 1 


10 


31 


45 


P' 


115996 


119067 


3071 


10 


31 


46 


P 


3223 


0 


-3223 


10 


31 


47 


P 


8075 


0 


-8075 


10 


31 


49 


P 


542 


0 


- 542 


10 


31 


53 


P 


127836 


119067 


-8769 


10 


40 


26 


d 


101 


110 


9 


3 


40 


27 


(1 


3540 


3837 


297 


3 


40 


45 


d 


3641 


3947 , 


306 


i6 ■ 


40 


53 


d 


3641 




306 


10 ■ 


41 


14 


ra 


6 




58044 


y ■ 



^ 165^ 1('4 

ERIC 



mCOKHE'-TLY REPORTED DATA f 
State D, District F--continued 



1 

crm Locariou j 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 




Colunm ! 


Rr.iL 


Original. 


jjiiiOi Cite 
\ — — 


• 41 




m 


1 0 


5&044, 


58044 


30 


41 


sa. 


m 


^ ■ . 0 


58044 : 


58044 


10 


41 


6 ' 


r 
o 


0 


8208 


820,8 


2 


41 


16. 


o 


409 


1819 


1410 


9 


41 


26 


o 


, 10443 


0 


-i0443 


7 


« 

41 


29 


o * 


1742 


S490 


3748 


5 


41 


36 


, o 


62585 


) 65243 


2658 


« 


41 


"42 


o 


87 - 


0 


, - , 8? , 


3 


. 41 


45 


o 


75266 


80760 


5494 


10 


41 


46 ■ 


o 


31773 

1 # - 


34988 


3215 


7 


41 


47 


o 


1643 


0 




. 7 


41 


C'49^ 


o 


53319 






' 7 


41 


53 


o 


' -1 
114021 


r 

J.J.0 t *to 


1797 


10 


41 


^ G 


p , 


^ n ' 


'OOAQ 





10 


41 


14 


p 


0 




~d 


10 


41 


-lo 


.p 




1 1Q 


1410 


10 


41 


26 


p 


X\JO*±*k 


J. J.U 




10 


A 1 


27 








297 


10 


41 


23 


p 


1742 


5490 


3743 


10 


41 


36 


p 


6^585 


65283 


2658 


10 


^ ' 41 


42 


p 


87 


0 


- 87 


10 


^ 41 


45 ' 


p 


78907 


142751 


63844 


10 


41 


- 46 


p 


31773 


.349 R 8 


3215 


10 


41 • 


47 


p 


1643 


0 


-1843 


10 


41 


49 p 


! 5339 


0 


-533'9 


10 


41 


53 


« p 


117661 


177739 


60077 


10 



160 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District F--continued 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


•Line 


Column 


RMC 


Origink 


Difference 


46 


2 


b 


166793' 


0 


-166793 


1 


46 


6 


b 


J66793 


24320 


-142473 


7 


46 


6 


c 


78705 


53486 


-25219 • 


7 ' 


47 


1 " 


e 


289 


279 


- 19 


10 


47 


1 


g 


289 


270 


- 19 


. 10 


50 


. 1 


b 


2965 


0 


-^965 


6* 


50 


4 


b 


17859 


. 14394 


-2965 


' 6 


52 


1 


b . 


149 


150 / \ 

t 


1 


10 


54 


13 


c 


^ 166 


180 


14 


6 


54 


14 


c 


2250 


2264 


14 


10 


:54 


43 


e ' 


193 

J ^-i 


»179 


- , 14 


6 


54 


, 14 


e 


2088 


2024 * 


- 64 


10 








- 


































/ 
























■ 


















/ 




r 














» 






























































































1 



ERIC 



167 



\ 



T 



▼ 



CORRECTLY RE I'UiVTED DATA 
State d; District F--continued 



CPm Data^ Ei^nt 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


LFa^CA vuiue 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


Matrix 


T. 1 

Line 


Column 


1 


1 


b 


1 

J 


14 




m 


1 


1 


1 


c 


1 


22 


2 




11 


i . 


1 


d 


Q 
0 


23 


2 


c 


11 


1 


1 


e 


19 


23 


2 


d 


1200 


2 


3 


b 




24 


2 


m 


9 


2 


4 


b 




24 


2 


n 


ass 


2 


^ 4 


c 




24 


2 


o 


8 


2 


5 


b 


319 


24 


2 


P 


1440 . 


2 




b 


309 


27 


2 


b 


10 


2 


6 


c 


30 


27 


2 


c 


10 


2 


7 


b 


318 


47 


1 


b 


326^ 


2 


8 


o 


292 


47 


1 


d 


326 


2 


9 


b 


318 


50 


2 


b 


4248 


2 


10 


b 


294 


50 


3 


c 


10146 


2 


12 


b 


' 269 


51 


1 


b 


230d ^ 

— 1 


2 


13 


b 


184 


51 


1 


c 


1208 


2 


15 


b 


22 


51 


2 


b 


2309 ' 


2 


17 


c 


326 


51 


2 


c 


1208 


3 


6 


e 


7 


54 


1 


c 


2084 


3 


10 


b 


1194 


54 


^ 1 


e 


1895 


4 


1 


b 


326 


54 


2 


b 


681 


5 


23 


d 


56 


54 


2 


c 


1804 


5 


25 


c 


270 


54 


2 




550 


5 


25 


d 


56 


54 


2 


e ' 


1688 


5 


29 


c 


15 


54 


3 , 


b 


22 


5 


33 


c 


27Q 


54 


3 


c 


170 


5 


33 


d 


36 

1 , 


S4 


3 


d 


36 



168 



1C7 



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State" D, District F--continued 



CPIR Data Element 


D^a Value 


CPfR DMa Element 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


Matrix 


, Line 


Column 


54 


3 


e 


207 










54 


5 


c 


110 










54 


7 


c 


110 










55 


.1 


k 


3979 










55 . 


• 2 


j 


1231 










55 


2 


h 


3492 










55 


3 


j 
k 


58 
377 










55 
55 

* * — 


3 
5 


k 


110 










55 


7- . 




110 . 








— - 


55 


13 


k 


359 










55 


14 ^ 


. k 


4338 










< 






• 






































r 




1 

r 


































































c ^— - 




• 












• 




























5 






















,v 


































-V- 








—s^ 








1 











ERIC 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error » 
Code 


Matrix 


Lice 


Column 


PA/TP 


V 




2 


5 


b 


311 


321 


10 


1 


2 


6 


b 


334 


324 


- 10 


1 


2 


9 


c 


35 


3d 


- 5 


2 


2 


17 


c 


292 


287 


- 5 


10 


3 


2 , 


b 


0 


0 


0 


8 


3 


3 


b 


0 


0 


0 


8 


3 


4 


b . 


0 


0 


0 


8 


3 


4 


b 


0 


0 


0 


8 


3 


1 


c 


523 


237 


-286 


11 


3 ' 


6 


c 


3127 


3132 


5 


■ 10 


3 


8 


c 


29 


19 


- 10 


8 


3 


6 


d 


224 


0 


-224 


7 


3 


6 


f 


1 


0 . 


- ■- -1 ■ 


7 


4 


1 


b 


292 


287 


- 5 


10 


4 


6 


b 


3351 


1504 


-1847 


9 


4 


8 


b 


29 


19 


- 10 


10 


4 


9 


b 


3672 


1810 


-1862 


10 


4 


6 


c 


296 


259 


- 37 


7 


4 


9 


c 




OvO 


— U 1 


10 


5 


2 


c 


35 


30 


- 5 


10 


5 


25 


c 


292 


287 


- 5 


10 


5 


31 


c 


99 


0 


, - 99 


2 


5 


33 


c 


292 


— ) 

287 


- 5 


10 


5 


28 


g; 


0 ' 


231 


2^1 


2 or 9' 


5 . 


32* 


g 


193 


191 


- 2 


11 


10 


8 


c 


0 


74 


74 • 


2 



ERIC 



\ 

INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 


Matrix 


"Line 


Colunrn 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


Code 


10 


8 


d 


0 


1205 


1205 


2 


10 


25 


c 


1922 


74 


-1848 


7 


10 


33 


c 


1922 


74 


-1848 


9 


12 


1 


d 


0 


19 


19 


7 


12 


2 


d 


0 


19 


19 


7 


12 


7 


d 


32 


0 


- 32 


7 


12 


8 


d 


32 


0 


- 32 


7 


12 


11 


d 


32 


19 


- 13 


7 


13 


1 


d 


12 




72 


9 


13 


6 


d 


0 


87 


87 


9 


13 


fi 


g 


0 


62 


62 


9 


13 


8 


e 


2 


4 


2 


7 


14 




k 


6 


0 


6 


2 


14 




1 


1 


0 


1 


2 


14 




m 


0 


12 


12 


2 


14 




0 


2 


0 


- 12 


2 


14 




P 


0 


2 


2 


2 


14 


6 


P 


0 


5 


5 


9 


14 


6 


Q 


0 


u 


c 

- o 


9 


14 


8 


k 


1 


0 


- 1 


9 


14 


8 


m 


0 


1 


1 


9 


15 


1 


X 


1 


0 


1 


7 


15 


1 


y 


4 


55 


51 


12 


IS 


6 


V 


0* 


6 


6 


9 


15 


6 


w 


2 


^ 


2 


7 


15 


6 


X 


9 


0 


- 9 


7 



171 ir'o 

ERIC 



) 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G-.- continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 






Poll! inn 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


15 


6 


y 


19 


64 


A e 
45 


12 


19 


1 


d 


15 


14 


— 


2 


19 


6 


d 


0 


1 




10 


20 


1 


k 


1 


0 


— — 


7 


20 


1 


m 


1 






9 


20 


1 


P 


1 


2 




9 


20 


1 


s 


1 


0 




10 


20 


6 


m 


0 


— 




9 


20 


6 


/ P 


0 






9 


21 


1 


V 


Id 


14 




2 


21 


1 




2 






7 


21 


1 


X 


10 






9 


21 


1 


y 




Q 




9 


21 


^ 6 


V 


0 


1 




10 


21 


6 


w 


9 


u 


Q 

- y 


10 


21 


6 


y 


0 




Q 


. 10 


22 


1 


i_ 

D 


29 






9 


22 




D 


Q 

ij 


\ 94 

^ ^ 


15 


9 


22 


3 


b 


25 




4 


9 


22 


4 


b 


45 


64 


19 


12 


23 


14 


b 


26 


0 


26 


7 


23 


14 


c 


12 


0 


- X2 


7 


23 


14 


d 


252 


0 


- 252 


7 


24 


14 


I 


14 


0 


- 14 


7 


24 


14 




943 


0 


- 943 


7 


25 


14 


b 


3 


0 


- 3 


7 



172 1^1 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


25 


14 


c 


3 


0 


3 


n 

I 


25 


14 


d 


63 


0 


- 63 


n 
1 


26 


14 


i 


3 


0 


3 


n 
I 


26 


14 


j 


202 


0 


- 202 


n 
I 


27 


r ■ ■ 

14 


b 


1 


0 


1 


7 
f 


27 


14 


c 


1 


0 


1 


7 


27 


14 


d 


50 


0 


- 50 


7 


28 


14 


i 


14 


0 


- 14 


7 


28 


14 


j 


943 


0 


- 943 


7 
f 


27 


13 


c 


1 


0 


1 


7 
f 


27 


13 


d 


50 


0 


- ■ 50 


10 


30 


2 


c 


5580 


3300 


-2280 


3 


30 


8 


c 


33128 


25879 


-7249 


11 


30 


11 


c 


0 


25579 


25579 


11 


30 


12 


c 


16511 


0 


-16511 


11 


30 


19 


c 


0 


3716 


3716 


2 


30 


20 


c 


10869 


0 


-10869 


9 


30 


26 


c 


2749 


2775 


26 


5 


30 


27 


c 


\ 

' 0 


16331 


16331 


9 


30 


28 


c 


600 


0 


- 600 


2 


30 


31 


c 


0 


300 


300 


5 


30 


34 


c 


427 


1009 


582 


5 


30 


41 


c 


1412 


1401 


- 11 


5 


30 


42 


c 


3587 


3845 


258 


5 


30 


45 


c 


80365 


89637 


9272 


10 


30 


17 


c 


2S29 


2676 


- 153 


2 



173 V 

ERIC 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


30 


49 


c 


0 


152 


152 


2 


30 


53 


c 


83194 


92465 


9271 


10 


30 


26 


d 


141 


33 


- 108 


3 


30 


17 


d 


429 


205 


- 224 


3 


30 


45 


d 


570 


238 


- 332 


10 


30 


53 


d 


570 


238 


- 332 


10 


31 


26 


i 


237 


140 


- 97 


3 


31 


27 


J 


74 


48 


- 26 


3 


31 


45 


J 


311 


188 


- 123 


10 


31 


47 


J 


104 


76 


- 28 


3 


31 


48 


J 


21 


0 


- 21 


3 


31 


53 




436 


264 


- 172 


10 


31 


16 


0 


42 


0 


- 42 


7 


31 


25 


o 


7 


0 


7 


7 


31 


27 


0 


0 


308 


308 


9 


31 


36 


0 


5509 


3372 


-2137 


3 


31 


45 


0 


5558 


3680 


-1878 


10 


31 


49 


0 


1444 


884 


- 560 


5 


31 


53 


0 


7002 


4564 


-2438 


j'lO 


31 


2 


p 


5580 


3300 


-2280 




31 


8 


p 


33128 


25879 


-7249 


10 


31 


12 


p 


16511 


25579 


9068 


6 


31 


16 


p 


42 


0 


- 42 


10 


31 


19 


p 


0 


3716 


37^i^ 


? 10 


31 


20 


p 


10869 


0 


-10869 " 


10 


31 


25 


p 


2664 


2657 


- 7 


10 



174 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continued 



CriR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


31 




P 


3127 


2948 


- 179 


1 0 


31 


27\ 


P 


503 


16892 


16389 


1 0 


31 


28j 




600 


0 


- 600 


1 0 


31 


31 


p 


0 


300 


300 


10 


31 


34 


p 


427 


1009 


582 


10 


31 


36 


p 


6280 


4143 


-2137 


1 n 


.31 


41 


p 


1412 


1401 


- 11 




31 


42 


p 


3587 


3845 


258 


1 0 

X\J 


31 


45 


p 


8 68 04 


93743 


6939 


10/ 


31 


47 


p 


2933 


2752 


- 181 


10 




48 


p 


21 


0 


- 21 


10 




49 


p 


1444 


1036 


- 408 


10 


31 


53 


p 


91202 


97531 


6329 


10 


31 


45 


q 


246622 


140136 


-106486 


9 


31 


46 


q 


0 


,16976 


16976 


8 


31 


48 


q 


0 


- 7218 


7218 


8 


31 


49 


q 


0 


1406 


1406 


8 


31 


50 


q 


6259 


19912 


13653 


3 


31 


51 


q 


2494 


1530 


- 964 


3 


31 


53 


q 


255375 


187178 


68197 


10 


40 


* 26 


d 


956 


378 


- 578 


3 


40 


27 


d 


2911 


2249 


- 662 


3 


40 


45 


d 


3867 


2627 


-1240 


y 10 


40 


53 


d 


3867 


2627 


-1240 


10 


41 


26 




1491 


1538 


47 


3 


41 


27 


j 


463 


526 


63 


3 



O 175 

ERIC 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G— continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


41 


45 


j 


1954 


2064 


110 


10 


41 


47 


J 


654 


831 


177 


2 


41 


48 


j 


134 


45 


- 89 


2 


41 


53 


j 


2742 


2940 


198 


10 


41 


14 


m 


0 


8806 


8806 


2 


41 


45 


m 


0 


8806 


8806 


10 


41 


53 


m 


0 


8806 


8806 


10 


41 


36 


0 


34674 


36811 


2137 


3 


41 


45 


0 


34993 


36811 


1818 


10 


41 


49 


'0 


9087 


9647 


560 


3 


41 


53 


0 


44080 


46458 


2378 


10 


41 


14 


P 


0 


8806 


8806 


10 


41 


26 


P 


2447 


1916 


- 531 


10 


41 


27 


P 


3374 


2775 


-1599 


10 


41 


3G 


P 


34674 


36811 


2137 


10 


41 


45 


P 


40814 


50308 


9494 


10 


41 


47 


P 


654 


831 


177 


10 


41 


48 


P 


134 


45 


- 89 


10 


41 


49 


P 


Qns7 




S60 


10 


. 41 


53 


P 


50689 


60831 


10142 


10 


41 


45 


q 


1552226 


1529322 


-22904 


3 


41 


46 


g 


0 


186260 


185260 


8 


41 


48 


q 


0 


78778 


78778 


8 


41 


49 


q 


0 


15333 


15333 


8 


41 


50 


q 


39393 


217279 


177886 


3 


41 


51 


q 


15697 


16702 


1005 


3 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continued 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


MatrL\ 


Lbe 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


41 


53 


q 


1607317 


2042674 


435357 


10 


45 


1 


n 


0 


771 


771 


11 


45 


2 


n 


0 


771 


771 


11 


45 


11 


n 


654' 


771 


117 


3 


45 


20 


n 


457 


. 0 


- 457 


2 


45 


45 


n 


2419 


2313 


- 106 


10 


45 


53 


n 


2419 


2313 


- 106 


10 


45 


1 


P 


0 


771 


771 


10 


45 


°2 


P 


0 


771 


77; 


10 


45 


7 


P 


654 


0 


- 654 


10 


45 


8 


P 


654 


0 


- 654 


lU 


45 


11 


P 


654 


771 


117 




45 


20 


P 


457 


0 


- 457 




45 


45 


P 


2419 


2313 


- 106 


1 n 
iv 


45 


53 


P 


2419 


2313 


- 106 


1 n 
iv 


45 


45 


q 


2142 


2247 


105 


1 n 

IV 


45 


53 


q 


2142 


2247 


105 


1 n 

IV 


46 


2 


b 


108725 


137058 


28333 


IV 


46 


5 


b 


1961 


2313 


352 




46 


6 


b 


110686 


134745 


24059 


10 


46 


G 


c 


33623 


26006 


-7617 


10 


47 


1 


b 


292 


287 


- 5 


10 


50 


2 


b 


17244 


11175 


6069 


2 


• 50 


3 


b 


0 


17685 


17685 


8 


50 


4 


b 


18432 


30048 


11616 


8 


50 


2 


c 


1200 


3200 


2000 


2 



177 1?^; 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G— continued 



CPIR Location 


CPm Data 


Error 
Code 


MatrLx 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Differaice 


50 


3 


c 


3200 


1200 


-2000 


2 


51 


1 


e 


224 


225 


1 


10 


51 


2 


e 


224 


225 


1 


10 


52 


1 


b 


149 


151 


2 


1 


54 


2 


b 


473 


347 


- 126 


9 


54 


1 


c 


2473 


1568 


- 905 


10 


.54 


2 


c 


1783 


1253 


- 530 


9 


54 


5 


c 


690 


.315 


- 375 




54 


7 


c 


457 


173 


- 284 




54 


8 


c 


111 


77 


- 34 




54 


9 


c 


0 


10 


10 

' - / 




54 


31 


c 


122 


55 


- 67 / 


9 


54 


13 


c 


88 


70 


- 18 


9 


54 


14 


c 


2561 


1638 


- 923 


10 


54 


2 


d 


190 


284 


94 


9 


54 


1 


e 


1475 


1004 


- 471 




54 


2 


e 


1103 


1004 


- 99 


9 


54 


5 


e 


372 


0 


- 372 


10 


54 


7 


e 




u 




9 


54 


8 


e 


134 ' 


0 


- 134 ' 


9 


54 


13 


e 


53 


27 


- 26 


9 


54 


14 


e 


1528 


1031 


- 497 


10 


55 


2 


h 


59 


38 


- 21 


9 


55 


1 




347 


196 


- 151 


10 


55 






347 


196 


- 151 


9 


55 


14 




347 


196 


- 151 


10 



INCOrvRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continued 



CPDR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


iViEtrix 


'Line 


ColumD 








55 


2 


j 


-722 


669 . 


- 53 


9' 


55 


1 


k 


4295 . 


2768 


-1527 


10 


/ 65 


2 


k 


3234 


2453 


- 781 


10 


55 


5 


k 


1062 


315 


- 747 


10 


55 


6 


k 


0 


173 


173 


9 


55 . 


7 


k 


695 


77 


- 618 


9 


55 


8 


k / 


245 


10 


- 235 


9 


55 


11 


k 


122 


55 


- 67 


9 


55 


13 


k 


141 


97 


44 


.9 


55 


14 


k 


4437 


2865 


-1572 


10 


56 


3 


b 


1491 


1377 


1 1 >i 
- 114 


- 5 


56 


5 


b 


237 


301 


d4 




56 


8 


b 


1728 


IbTo 


- oU 


5 


5G 


3 


c 


2q 


oo 


Q 


7 


56 


5 


c 


511 




9fi 


7 


56 


8 


c 


CO P9 

537 


0 


o < . 


7 


56 


3 


d 


IOC 

lo5 


ooU 


1 


5 


56 


5 


d 


0/4 


Off 


o 
u 


5 


OD 


Q 
O 


A 

\A 


758 


907 


149 


5 


56 


5 


e 


, 155 


45 


- 110 


7 


56 


8 


e 


155 


— ir- 


- 110 


7 


57 


3 


<j 


11 


3- 


- 8 


8 


57 


3 


d 


12 


3 


- 9 


8 


57 


^8 




23 


6 


- 17 


8 
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CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--cOJitinued 



CriR Dnta Element 


^ Data value 


C PER "Data Element 


JL/cXIfCl V cnvt« 


Matrix 

i 


Line - 


Column 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


1 


1 


b 


1 


3 


10 


b 


620 


1 


1 


c 


7 


4 


1 


c 


246 

— ^1 — 




!• 


d 


8 


5 


'2 




15 


3 


1 


e 




5 


8 ' 


c 


257 


2 


• ^ 


e 


231 


5 


12 


g 


231 


2 


3 


b 


327 


5 


31 


g 


231 


2 


3 


c 


97 


5 


33 


. g 


231 ' 


2 


• 3 . 


e 


7 ' 


10 


33 


1 

0 


1205 


2 


4 


b 


309 


15 


1 


V 


12 


. 2 




c 


88 


^ 15 


^ 6 


w 


2 


\ 2 




e 


8 


23 


2 


D 


26 


2. 


5 


c 


72 ^ 


23 


2' 


C 


12 


2 ^ 




b 


306 


23 ' 


2 


a 


252 


2 




b 


293 


OA 


2 


I 


14 


2 


9 


b 


291 


*iA 

Z4 


2 


4 

J 


943 




10 


b 


278 


25 




K 
U 


3 


2, 


11 


b 


287 


25 


2 


C 


- 3 


2 


12 


b 


239 


25 


2 


Q 


63 


2 


13 


b 


195 


29 


2 


i 
1 


S 






b 


212 


26 


r a 


J . 


202 


2 




b 


43 


27 


2 


b 


23 


2 


16, 


b ' 


3419 


27 


2 


c 


■12 


2 


16., 


e. 


,246 


2t 


'2. 


d 


254 


3 


1 


b 


214 


28 , 


2 


■I 
I 


14 


3 


1 


e 


3 


■ 28 


2 


J 


943 








7 


30 


25 


C 


2657 


; 




^ -5 ' 


1 


30 


36 


c 


2074 



180 17 <1 



7 



C JRRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State D, District G--continuecl 



. CPER Data Element ^ 


Data Value 
1 


■ ^ 1 

QPm Data Elemeiit 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line* 


Colunui 


* 

Matrl^ 


Line 


Column 


30 


36 


c 












31 


35 


P 


' 2074 




• 






41 


17 


o.. 


217 










41 


17 


p 


2ir, 










41 


25 


0 


, 43 










41 


25 


p 


.43 








^ 


47 


1 


e 


' 24G 


- 


• 




r 


47 


1 


g 


246 






^ 




50 


1 


b 


1188' ' 








1 , — 


50 


4 


c 


4400 










51 


1 


b 


2214 










51 


1 


c 


1205 
^ 










51 


^ 3 ' 


b 


2214 










v51 


• 3 


c 


1205 


(. 








52 


1 


c 


25 

























. — 
































— 




















































} 
































































\ 




/ 


















J 









INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 

li — 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


KMC 


Qriginal 


Difference 




1 




917 


950 ■ 


33 


Q 
O 


3 


1 


d 


44 


37 


. ^ 7 


n 
i 


3 ■ 


2 


b 


146 


97 


- 49 


Q 
O 


3 


2 


■ c 


95 


90 


- 5 


rj 


3 


6 


c 


7835 


TTT 

7840 


5 




3 


6 




0 


2787 


2787 


9 


3 


6 


e 


22 


17 


- 5 


9 


3 


6 


f 


0 


11 


11 


9 


4 


1 


b 


337 


•363 


26 


I 


i 


1 


c 


204 


246., 


42 


1 


\ 

4 


2 


c 


5 


0 


- 5 

1 


1 A 

10 


4 


6 


b 


8083 


10881 


2798 ' 


10 


4 


9 


b 


8510 


11334 


2824 \ " 

— 


10 


4 


9- 


c 


209 


4647 


4438 , 


7 


5 


2 


' c 


152 ' 


154 


2 


6 


5 


3 


b 


0 


40 


40 


2 


5 


. 3 


f 


0 


51 


51 


2 


5 


6 


b 


30 


0 


- 30 




5 


? 


f 


30 


0 


. 30 




5 " 


6 


g 


0 


38 


38 


2 . 


5 


6 , 


j 


6 


3 


3 


2 


— 

5 


12 


g 




158 ^ 


40 


6 


i 5 


24 


b 


40, 


0 


- 40 




5 


, 24 


c 


297 


0 


-297 


9 


5 


25 


b 


40 


0 


- 40 




5 


25 


c 


297 


0 


-297 


9 



182 j^r 1 



I 

4 



mCOIlRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 




Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column i 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


5 


25 


f 




1 

0 


- 51 


Q 
*} 


5 


25 


g 


158- 


0 


-158 


Q 

« 


5 


25 


j 


44 


0 


- 44 


q 


5 


31 




38 


0 


- 38 


2 


5 


31 


j 


3 


0 


- 3 


2 


5 


32 


j 


34 


63t 


29 


4 


5 


33 


b 

1 


30 


0 


- 30 


q 


5 


. 33 


g 


118 


0 


-118 


. 9 


5 


33 


j 


34 


• 0 


- 34 


g 


6 


14 


c 


90 


-8 


- 9 


2 


6 • 


24 


c 


90 


, 0 - 


- ^0 


9 


6 


33 


c 


90 


69 

— 4 \ 


- 'A 


. 9 


iO 


7 


b 


0 


593 


593 


9 


10 


7 


c 


0 


2840 


2840 . 




10 


7 


d 


o' 


3753 


3753 


' 9 


10 


8 


b 


0 


593 


593 


9 


IP 


8 


. c 


0 


2840 ■ / 

/ — 1 


2840 


9 • • 


10 


8 


d 


0 


383 


383 


9 


10 


10 


b 


' 0 


593 ^ 


593 


9 


10 


10 ' 


c 


, 0 


2840 


2840 


9 


10 


10 


d 


0 


3174 


'3174 , 


^9 ' 


10 


11 


b 


0 


592 


593 




10 ' 


11 


■! 

c 


0 


2840 


2840 


9 


10 


11 


d 


n — - 


2796 


2796 


9 


10 


23 


d 


■ 746 

< 


— — ^ 

0 


- -746 


7 


10 


24 


b 


726 


239 


-487 


. 9 , 



183 15^^ - » 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H~-continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 


Matrix 


' Line 


L/OLunin 








Code 


10 


25 


c 


' — r 

3327 ' 


3479 


152 


3 


10 


28 


d 


0 


1361 


1361 


2 


10 


33 


c 


1 3327 


1123 


-2204 


3 


10 


33 


d 


( 4030 


957 


-3073 


3 


13 


1 


c 


\ 4 


1 


- 3 


3 


13 


> 1 


d 


4 


6 


2 


3 


13 


6 


j 


_ ... — ^ 
6 


0 


- 6 


9 




14 


1 


P 


2 


0 


- 2 


7 


14 ^ 


6 


k 


/ 26 


0 


- 26 


9 


. 14 


6 


n 


' 6 


0 


- 6 


7 


14 


6 ~ 


q 


2 


0 


- 2 


7 


25 




t 


iu 


u 


- lu 


•2 - 


15 




V 


u 


1 n 
lU 


1 n 


2 ' 


15 




w 






• 1 


7 


19 




b 


0 


o 


9 


9 


19 




c 


0 


3 


o 
O 


9 


19 




d 


13 


1 CL 
10 


Q 

O 


9 


20 


\ 


P 


6 


A 

u 


- o 


7 






Q 


\ 


0 


- 1 


7 


21 




t 


6 


0 


- 6- 


1 


21 




w 




6 


5 


2 


- 21 




y 




0 


- 1 


7 


21 


6 


y 




0 


- 1 


7 


22 


1 


b 


26 


31 


5 


10 


22 


2 


c 


40 


0 


- 40 


2 


22 


3 


d 


22 


27 


5 


10 



INCOIUIECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State h. District II- -continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matriy 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


22 


4 


b 


86 


69 


- 19 


10 


23 


11 


b 


6 


0 


- 6 


1 


23 


11 


c 


6 


0 


- 6 


1 


23 


11 


d 


57 


0 


- 57 


7 


23 


14 


b 


27 


21 


- 6 


10 


23 


14 


c 


27 


21 


- 6 


10 


23 


14 


d 


1123 


1066 


- 57 


10 


25 


11 


b 


1 


^^0 


- 1 




25 


11 


c 


1 


0 


- 1 


7 


25 


11 


d 


54 


0 


- 54 


n 
i 


■15 


14 


b 


9 


8 


- 1 


10 


' 

.25 




14 


c 


9 


8 


- 1 




25 


14 


d 


J90 


336 


- 54 


1 n 

IKJ 


30 


3 


c 


0 


14880 


14880 


11 


30 


6 


c 


0 


856 


856 


0 . 


30 


12 


c 


30520 ^ 


15732 


-14788 


1 1 


30 


15 


d 


.49 


0 


- 49 


o 


30 


26 


d 


287 


1160 


873 




30 

ft 


27 


d 


86 


269 


183 


8 


30 


34 


c 


1001 


145 


-856 


2 


30 


3r> 


c 


185 


0 . 


-185 


3 


30 


44 


c 


9166 


9259 


97 


7 


30 


4o 


d 


422 


1429 


1007 


10 


30' 


^53 


d 


422 


1429 


1007 


10 


31 


, 3 


P 


0 


14880 


14880 


10 


31 


i\ 


P 


0 


856 


/ 85i) / 


10 



Q 185 1^*^ 1 

ERIC 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error j 


Matrix 


Lme 


Column 




V/X i|^Ul<ii 


T^l f f AT* PTl f ^ 


Code 


31 


12 


P 


30520 


. 15732 


-14788 


10 


' T 
31 


15 


P 


-V 49 


0 


49 


10 


31 


26 


j 


208 


0 




9 


31 


26 


P 


495 


1160 


boo 


10 


31 


27 


j 


2 


0 


2 


9 


31 


27 


P 


88 


269 


181 


10 


31 


34 


P 


1001 


145 


- 856 


10 


31 


36 


o 


1843 


9142 




3 


31 


36 


P 


2028 


9142 


•711/1 

7114 


10 


31 


44 


P 


9166 


9259 




10 


31 


45 


j 


210 


0 


O 1 A 

210 


10 


31 


45 




1843 

i 


Qt AO 


79QQ 


10 


31 


45 


P 


124358 




0U«/0 


10 


31 


45 


q 


177393 




9 en 1 ft 


3 


31 


46 


q 


44598 




— ^0 i 


3 


31 


47 


j 


158 


0 


— 100 


9 


31 


47 


. p 


158 


0 


1 

- loo 


10 


31 


47 


q 


0 




000 


2 


OA 


48 


1 

J 


110 


0 


- 110 


9 


31 


48 


p 


110 


0 


- 110 


10 


31 


48 


q 


2470 


10056 


7586 


2 


>31 


. 49 


q 


4509 


1980 


- 2529 


2 


31 


50 


q 


106446 


27G80 


-78766 


v7 


31 


51 


q 


13942 


15139 


1197 


3 


31 


53 


j 


478 


0 


- 478 


10 


31 


53 


0 


1843 


9142 


7299 


10 



3 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPm Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


"Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


31 


53 


P 


124626 


132454 


7828 


10 


31 


53 


q 


449358 


402265 


47097 


10 


32 


1 


c 


2290 


2271 


- 19 


2 


32 


9 


c 


2076 


1424 


- 652 


2 


32 


12 


c 


1431 


2102 


671 


2 


32 


15 


d 


13 


0 


- 13 


3 


32 


26 


d 


77 


0 


- 77 


3 


32 


27 


d 


23 


146 


123 


3 


32 


40 


c 


800 


0 


- 800 


2 


32 


44 


c 


0 


800 


800 


2 


32 


45 


d 


113 


146 


33 


10 


33 


"» 

jt 


P 


2290 


2271 


' 19 


10 


33 


9 


P 


2076 


1424 


- 652 


10 


33 


12 


P 


1431 


2102 


671 


10 


33 


15 


P 


13 


0 


- 13 


10 


33 


2b 


j 


56 


0 


- 56 


9 


\33 


26 


P 


133 


0 


- 133 


10 


33 


27 


j 


1 


0 


1 


9 


oo 


97 


P 






- 199 


10 


33 


36 


o 


493 


2378 


1885 


3 


33 


36 


P 


493 


2378 


1885 


10 


33 


40 


P 


■ 800 


0 


- 800 


10 


33 


44 


P 


0 


800 


800 


10 


33 


45 


j 


57 


0 


- 57 


10 


33 


45 


o 


493 


^ 2378 


1885 


10 


33 


45 


p 


7841 ^ 


^ 9702 


1861 


10 



ERIC 



187 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H — continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 






T^5 TT AT* ATI ^ A 


33 


45 


q 


74252 


77361 


3109 


3 


33 


46 


q 


11938 


11343 


595 


, 3 


33 


47 


. j 


42 


0 


- 42 


9 


33 


47 


P 


42 


0 


- 42 


10 


33 


47 


q 


0 


168 


168 


2 


33 


48 


j 


29 


C 


- 29 


9 


33 


48 


p 


29 


0 


- 29 


10 


33 


48 


q 


661 


2572 


1911 


3 


33 


49 


q 


1207 


507 


- 700 


2 


33 


50 


q 


28493 


7081 


-21412 


7 


33 


51 


q 


3732 


3873 


141 


3 


33 


53 


j 


128 


0 


- 128 


10 


33 


53 


0 


493 


2378 


1885 


10 


33 


53 


p 


7912 


9702 


1790 


10 


33 


53 


q 


12C283 


102905 


-15588 


10 


40 


15 


d 


1182 


1123 


- 59 


3 


40 


26 


d 


6877 


6024 


- 85.3 


3 


40 


27 


d 


2069 


1946 




3 


/in 


ol 




0 


2380 


2380 


7 


40 


45 


d 


10128 


9093 


-1035 


10 


40 


45 


e 


0 


2380 


2380 , 


10 


40 


53 


d 


10128 


9093 


-1035 


10 


40 


53 


e 


0 


2380 


2380 


10 


41 


14 


m 


13581 


0 


-13581 


7 


41 


14 


p 


13581 


0 


-10581 


10 


41 


15 


p 


1182 

1 


1123 


- 59 


10 



188 l^' 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPER Location 


CPIR Data 


^rror 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


41 


20 


m 


4943 


0 , 


- 4943 


7 


41 


20 


P 


4943 


0 


- 4943 


10 


41 


25 


m 


111 


0 


- Ill 


7 


41 


25 


P 


111 


0 


- Ill 


10 


41 


26 


j 


4981 


3165 


- 1816 


3 


41 


26 


P 


11858 


9189 


- 1669 


10 


41 


27 


j 


46 


525 


479 


2 


41 


27 


P 


2115 


2471 


356 


10 


41 


31 


P 


0 


2380 


2380 


10 


41 


36 


0 


44212 


49795 


5583 


3 


41 


3G 


P 


44212- 


49795 


5583 


10 


41 


45 


j 


: 5027 


3690 


- 1337 


10 


41 


46 


m 


18635 


0 


-18635 


10 


41 


45 


o 


44212 


49795 


5583 


10 


41 


45 


P 


78002 


64958 


-13044 


10 


41 


45 


q 


6653240 


6653047 


- 193 


3 


41 


46 


q 


1069681 

• 


975505 


-9417G 


3 


41 


47 


i 


3793 


16884 


13091 


9 


41 


47 


p 


3793 


16834 


13091 


10 


41 


47 


q 


0 


14485 


14485 


2 


41 


48 


J 


263G 


170 


2566 


2 


41 


48 


p 


2636 


170 


2566 


10 


41 


48 


q 


. 59247 


221223 


161976 


2 


41 


49 


q 


108159 


43562 


-64597 


2 


41 


50 


q 


2553097 


608977 


-1944120 


7 


41 


51 


q 


334399 


333aG2 


^337 


3 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


41 


53 


j 


11456 


20744 


9288 


10 


41 


53 


m 


18635 


0 


-18635 


10 


' 41 


53 


■ 0 


44212 


49795 


5583 


10 


41 


53 


P 


w — 

84431 


82012 


- 2419 


10 


41 


53 


q 


10777723 


8849861 


-1927862 


10 


46 


1 


b 


18422 


24046 


5624 


10 


46 


2 


b 


176157 


171607 


- 4550 


10 


46 


6 


b 


194579 


195653 


1074 


10 


46 


6 


c 


22390 


28515 


6125 


10 


47 


1 


b 


427. 


337 


90- 


10 


47 


f 


d 


453 


363 


- 90 


10 


50 


1 


b 


74809 


73010 


- 1799 


2 


50 


2 


b 


49408 


84657 


35249 


2 


50 


3 


b 


146232 


150138 


3906 


2 


50 


4 


b 


270449 


307805 


37356 


.10 


52 


1 


b 


564 


437 


- 127 


9 


54 


, 1 


c 


5121 


5188 


67 


4 


54 


1 


e 


4299 


4357 


58 


4 


54 


2 


b 


XT \ 

NA 


ooU 




8 


54 


2 


c 


1047 


1140 


93 


4 


54 


,2 


d 


NA 


223 




8 


54 


2 


e 


1046 


1138 
ti 


92 


4 

» — 


54 


3 


b : 


NA 


3 




8 


• 54 


3 


d 


NA 


12 




3 


54 


4 


c 


0 


1969 


1969 


4 


54 


1 ^ 


e 


0 


382 


382 


1 ^ 



190 ' 



INCORRECTLY REPOiJ.TED DATA 
State E, District H--cantinued 



0 



CPLR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
j^Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


54 


5 


c 


4057 


2062 


-1995 


4 


54 


5 


e 


3185 


2771 


- 414 


4 


54 


6 


e 


1199 


1121 


22 


4 


54 


7 


c 


1369 


1363 


- 6 ' 


4 


54 


8 


c 


453 


490 


37 


4 


54 


8 


e 


746 


805 


59 


4 


54 


11 


c 


2025 


0 


-2025 


4 


54 


11 


e 


392 


0 


- 392 


4 


54 


12 


o .' 


NA 


250 







54 


12 


in 


1244 


1123 


- 121 


4 


54 


14 




6365 


6311 


54 


4 


54 


14 


e 


4299 


4357 


58 


4 


55 


1 


h 


9420 


9545 


125 


4 


55 


2 


j' 


NA 


583 





8 


55 


2- 


— — 


2093 


• 2278 


185 


4 


G5 ' 


3 


j 


NA 


15 





8 


55 


4 


h 


0 


2351 


2351 


•4 


55 


5 


h 


2242 


4833 


-2409 


4 


55 


6 


h 


1199 


1121 


78 


4 


55 


7 


h 


2217 


2208 


9 


4 


55 


8 


h 


1199 


1295 


96 


4 


55 


11 


h 


2417 


0 


-2417 


4 


55 


12 


j 


NA 


250 




8 


55 


12 


, h 


1244 


1123 


- 121 


4 


56 


1 


b 


0 


469 


469 


7 


56 


1 


d 


284 


3900 . 


3616 


7 



ERIC 



1 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


56 


1 


6 


1888 


170 


-1718 


7 


56 


3 


b 


1419 


79 


i-1349 


7 


56 


3 


c 


0 


525 


\ 525 


7 


56 


3 


d 


2189 


6769 


'4580 
i 


7 


56 


4~ 


b 


2159 


79 


-?080 


7 


56 


4 


c 


49 


525 


\ 

1476 

U 


7 


56 


4 


d 


470 


6769 


1 

61^99 


7 


56 


5 


b 


1667 


2617 


\ 

950 


' 7 


56 


5 


d 


1050 


6215 


5165 


7 


56 


6 


e 


887 


0 


- 887 


7 


50 


8 


b 


5245 


3165 


-208P 


7^ 


56 


8 


c 


49 


525 


47^ 


7 


56 


8 


ci 


3993 


16884 


^ 

12891 

\ — 


7 


56 


8 


e 


2775 


170 


-2605 , 
; — 


7 


57 


1 


d 


NA 


2 


_ _ _ \^ 


8 


f 

t 


1 


e 


NA 


1 


\ — 

H- 


8 


57 


3 


d 


NA 


2 


\ 


8 


57 


3 


e 


XT A 

NA 


1 


\ 


8 


D 1 


«i 


h 

u 


NA 


6 




8 


57 


5 


c 


NA 


4 




8 


. 57 


5 


d 


KA 


1 






57 


5 


e 


NA 


1 






57 


8 


b 


NA 


6 




1 ^ 


57 


3 


c 


NA 


4 




1 8 


57 


8 


d 


NA 


5 




8 


57 


8 


e 


NA 


3 




^ ^ 1 



4 



/ 



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District H--continued 



CPm Data p:lcment 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


Matrix 


Lino' 


Column 


2 


2 


b 


766 


2 


6 


e 


16 


2 


2 


c 




2 


6 


f 


8 


1 


1 


b 


K 


2 


7 


b 


554 


1 


1 


c 


c 
D 


2 


. 7 


c 


38 


1 


1 


d 


n 
t 


2 


7 


d 


A 

4 


1 


1 


e 


1 9 


2 


7 


e 


9/1 ^ 

^4 


2 


1 


e 


1 A 


9 

w 


7 


f 


o 


2 


2 


e 


o7 


2 


8 


b 




2 


2 


f 


1 


2 


8 


c 




2 


3 


b 


CO A 


2 


8 


d 


9 

o 


2 




c 




2 


9 


b 


0«3U 


2 


o 


d 


9 


2 


10 


b 




2 


3 


e 




2 


11 


b. 

/ 


79/1 


2 


3 


f 


1 n 


2 


12 


b 


797 


2 


4 


b 


A 1 ft 


9 


13 


b . 


oou 


2 


4 


c 


DO 


2 


14 


b 


Vl^ J 


2 


4 


d 


O 

o 


2 


15 


b 


Q7 


2 


4 


e 




2 


15 


c 


on 


2 


4 


f 


Q 


2 


15 


e 


c 
u 


2 


5 


b 




2 


16 


b 




2 


5 


c 


51 . . 




17 


\ 


8510 


2 


5 


d 


'8 


2 


17 


c 


427 


2 


5 


e 


39 


2 


17 


d 


26 


2 


5 


f 


7 


2 


17 


e 


209 


2 


G 


b 


618 


2 


17 


f 


37 


2 


^ 


c 


43 


3 


1 


c 


580 


2 


G 


d 


6 

• 


3 

u 


1 


e 


4 



^ • • ' 193 IP-: 

ERIC ^ 



CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 

State E, District H--continued 
f 0 



CPER Data Element 


Data Value 


CPm Data Element 


Data Value^ 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


Matrix 


Line 


Colunm 


3 


2 


e 


1 


25 


2 


d 


336 


3 


10 


b 


687 


27 


2 


b 


25 


4 


2 


1 — 


yo 


27 


2 


c 


9k 


5 


2 




% 


27 


14 


b 




5 


O 


j 


91 


27 


14 


c 


9*^ 


5 


12 


j 




30 


2 


c 


fil 'I'hQ 


5 


, 30 


c 


— i , — — 


30 


25" 


c 




5 


31 


c 


* 0 


30 


"33 


c 




5 


32 


g 


1*1 Q 


30 


35 


c 


± f OS 


5 


33 


c 


00*7 

Zy r 


30 


45 


c 


1 91 QQO 


6 


1 


c 




30 


•53 


c 


1 91SS*^ 


6 


9 


c 




31 


2 


p 




6 


12 


c 




31 


25 


p 


^402 


' 6 


31 


c 


on 

> 


31 


33 


p 


' * 16509 


6 


32 

> 


c 


r ij\J 


31 


35 


p 


1781 


6 


37 


c 


Qn 


32 


35 


^ c 


581 


10. 




d 


4030 ^ 


32' 


45 


c 


717^ 


13 


. L 


b 


Q 


32 


53 


c 


717ft 


15^ 


1 


V 


o 


33 


35 


p 




15 


6 


X 




47 






26 


15 


6 




1 


47 


/ 1 
[ 




209 


^ 21 


1 




22 


47 






37 


23 


2 


b 


21 


47 




g 


246 


23 


2 


c 


21 


51 




b • 


4480 


23 


2 


d 


1066 


51 




c 


4030 


25 


2 


b 


8 


51 




d 


1722 


25 


• 2 


c 


8 


51 

L 




e 


\ 1102 



ERIC 



194 



■ courectlV reported data 

State E, District H--continued 

9 



CPm Data Element 


Data Value 


CPIR Data Element 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line 


Colunui 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


51 


2 


b 


4480 










51 


. 2 


c 


4030 










52 


3 


1 

c 


17 

— i du- 










52 


3 


e 


es 










52 


7 


e 


848 










52 


9 




210 










53 


3 


h 


o5 










' 53 


9 


h 












0 53 


14 


h 


1 A/* /? A 

10664 










54 


3 


c 


17 










54 


3 


e 


6a 










54 


7 




O AO 




- 






. 54 


9' 


c 


ZIU 










65 


3 


h 








* • 




55 


9 


h 












55 


^ 14 


h 


101)04 


























/ 


































U 








































































^ — 










































I. 













195 IP 4 



4 



mCOllRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State H, District I 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 








2 


15 


b 


T ' 


0 


- 7 


7 


2 


16 


b 


4 . 


0 


- 4 


7 


2 


17 


b 


1032 


1021 


- 11 


10 


3 


V 1 


b 


523 


74 


-449 


9 


3 


2 

* 


b 


17 


0 


- 17 


9 


3 


2 


c 


0 


6 


6 


9 


3 


2 


e 


0 


1 


1 


9 


3 


6 


c 


988 


947 


->41 


2 


3 


6 


e 


4 


3 - 


- 1 


2 


3 


10 


b 


. 77 


74 


- 3 


6 


4 


c 


b 


988 


947 


- 41 


10 


4 


9 


b 


1032 


991 


- 41 


10 


5 


1 


b 


2 


0 


- 2 


11 






c 


42 


0 


15-42 


11 


5 


[At 


g 


- 16 


0 


- 16 


11 


5 


1 ' 


j 


14 


0 


- 14 


11 


/ . 5 


2 


b 


ft 2 


0 


- 2 


11 




9 


c 




u 


- '±£1 


11 


5 


2 






0 


- 16 


11 


5 


2 


• J 


14 


0 


- 14 


11 


5 


3 


b 


2 


0 , 

> 


- 2 




5 ^ 


3 


c 


42 i. 




- 42 




5 


3 


g 


16 


0 


- 16 




5 


3 


j 


14 


0 


- 14 




5 


5 


b 


2 


0 


- 2 




5 


5 


c 


42 

1 


0 


- 42 





. 196 105 

ERJC ^ 




IKCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District I — continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIB Data 


Error 
Code 


Matri>( 


Line 


Column 


KMC 


Original 


Difference 


5 


5 


g 


10 


0 


- 16 


11 


5 


5 


j 


14 


0 


- 14 


11 


5 


8 


c 


0 ^ 


33 


33 


11 


5 


8 


g 


0 


30 


30 


11 


5 


9, 


c 


0 


44 


44 


11 


5 


9 


g 


0 


30 


30 


11 


5 


25. 


b 


2 


0 


- 2 


9 


5 


25 
... i„. 


c 


42 


0 


- 42 


9 


5 


25 


g 


16 


0 


- 16 


9 


5 


25 


j 


14 


0 


- 14 


9 


5 


30 


b 


2 


0 


- 2. 


7 


5 


30 


c 


42 


44 


2 


7 


5 


33 


c 


42 


0 


' - 42 


9 


10 


8 


c 


0 


442 


442 


9 


10 


10 


c 


0 


- 442 


442 


9 


10 


i 

10 


d 


0 


505 


505 


9 * 


, 10 

f 


11 


c 


0 


442 


442 


9 


10 


11 

d 


d 


0 


505 


595 


9 


10 


23 


d 


276 


OTA 


1 - 6 


6 


ID 


25 


b 


113 


' 0 


-113 


9 


10 


25 


c 


*^366 


442 


76 


10 


10 


25 


d 


509 


505 


- 4 


10 


10 


28 


d 


109 




t109 


7 


10 


33 


b 


113 


0 


113 


9 


10 


33 


c 


366 


442 


76 


10 


10 


33 


d 


509 


505 


- 4 


10 



} 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District I--continued 



CPm Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 




Line 


Colli nrm 


RMC 




* * 


13 


1 


w 


19 


• 0 


- 19 


7 


13 


1 


f 


0 


1 


. 2 


7 


13 


6 


b 


2 


0 


- 2 


7 


13 


6 


e 


2 


0 


- 2 


2 


13 


6 


f 


0 


2 


- 2 


2 


13 


6 


h 


2 


0 


- 2 


7 


14 


1 


n 


. 3 


0 


- 3 


9 


14 


6 


k 


1 


0- 


- 1 



7 


15 


1 


vv 


1 


0 


- 1 


7 


15 


^ 6 


w 


* 1 


3 


2 


9 


>5 


6 


X 


3 


4 


1 


9 


15 


6 


y 


5 


1 ^ 


- 4 


9 


17 


6 


n 


1 


0 ' 


- 1 


7 


19 


6 


i 


2 


0 


- 2 


4 


19^ 


6 


j 


0 


1 


1 


4 


21 


1 


w 


1 


0 


- 1 


4 


21 


1 


X 


0 


1 


1 


4 


22 


1 


b 


11 


4 


- 7 


10 




9 


D 




1 


• lU 


10 


22 


4 


b 


10 


9 


- 1 


10 


23 • 


2 


d 


484 


387 


- 97 


7 


23 


11 


c 




. * 0 




7 


23 


11 


d 


149 1 


0 


-J49 


7 


23 


14 


c 


6 


0 


r - 6 


7 


25 


14 


d 


633 


387 


-246 


10 


30 


1 


c 


, 2083 


0 


-2083 


10 



ERIC 



198 



107 



IKCQimECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, Distrif^t I--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


"Line 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 

' 


30 


2 


c 


2083 


0* 


• -2083 


11 


30 


3 


c 


2082 


0 


-2082 


11 

XX 


30 


5 


c 


2082 


0 . 


-2082. 


11 

XX 


.30 


8 


c 


0 ■ 


9403 


9403 


11 

XX 


30 


9 


c 


0 


1235 


1235 


11 


" 30 


20 


c 


211 


"o 


- 711 


7 


30 


25 


c 


• 484 


0 


'- 484* 


7 


30 ' 


26 


d 


64 


0 


- 64 


Q 


30 


32 


c 


421 


0 


- 421 - 


7 


30 


33 


c 


1835 


1'^ 


-1660 


6 


30 . 


35 


c 


28 


0 


- 21 


7 


30 j 


42 


c 


367 


0° 


' - 367 


7 


30 


45 




12176 


10813 


-1363 


10 


"r: 

30 




d 


64 


0 


- 64 


10 


30 


53 


c 


12176 


10813 


-1363 


10, 


30 * 


53 


d 


64 


0 


- 64 


10 


31 


■ 1 


P 


2083 


0 


-2083 


10, 


31 


2 


P 


2083 


0 


-2083 

• 


10 5 


31 ■ 


3 


P 


2082 


0 


-2082 


10 


31 


5 


P 


2082 


^ 0 


-2082 


10 


31 


8 


P 


0 


9403 


9403 


10 


31 


9 


P 


0 


1235 


1235 


10 


31 


20 


P 


711 


0 


- 711 


10 


31 


25 


m 


0 


523 


523 


10 


31 


25 


P 


484 1 


&23 


39 


10 ' 


31 


26 


j 


18 


0 


- 18 


3 



. \ 



199 l.t)H 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District I --continued 



CPER Location 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 




* T ino 
Ju LUC 




RMC 






31 




P 


82 


0 


- 82 


10 


31 


^2 


P 


421 


0 


- 421 


10 


31 


33 


P 


1835 


175 


-1660 


10 


31 


35 


' P 


28 


0 


- 28 


10 


31* 


1R 
OO 


o 


384 ^ 


749 


365 


3 


31 

1^ 


«5d 


P 


384 


749 


365 


10 , 


31 


AO 


P 


367 


0 


- 367 


10 


31 




m 


0 


523 


S23 


10 


31 




o . 


384 


749 


365 


10 


31 




P 


12642 


' 12086 


- 556 


10 


31 


45 


q 


31734 


53454 


21720 


3 


ox 


45 


q 


- 473 


727 


254 


3 


\31 


46 


j 


lo 


0 


- 18 


3 


31 


47 


j 


33 


0 


- 33 


3 


31 


47 


P 


33 


0 


- 33 


10 


31 


48 


J 


42 


0 


- 42 


3 


- 31 


48 


m 

^ 


0 


89 


89 


3 


31 


48 


0 


A 

u 


271 


271 


10 > 




48 


n 






318 


10 


31 


48 


q 


425 


1152 


727 


3 


31 


49 


q 


38 - 


335 


307 


3 


31 


50 


q 


3025 


4970 


1945 


3 


31 


51 


q 


1634 


2684 


1050 


3' 


31 


52 


q 


797 


0 


- 797 


7 


31 


5^ 


J . 


93 


0 


- 93 


10 


31 


53 


m 


0 


612 


612 


10 



IN CORRECTLY REPORTED DATA ^ 
*^tate E, District I--continued 



CPIR Location 


CPffi Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Colunm 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


31 


53' 


o 


384 


1020 


6»6 


10 


31 


53 


P 


12717 


1^446 


- 271 


• 10 


31 


53 


q 


38116 . 


63372 


25256 


10 


40 


26 - 


d 


1446 


' .1510 


64 


3 


40 


21 


e 


139 


0 


- 139 


7 


40 . 


45 


d 


1446 


1510 

s 


■ 64 


10 


40 


45 


e 


139 


0 


- 139 


10 


40 


53 


d 


1446 


1510 


64 


10 


40 


53^ 


e 


139 


0 


- 139 


10 


41 


14 


m 


7219 


0 


-7219 


2 


41 


14 


P 


7219 


0 


-7219 


10 


41 


25 


m 


149 


6950 


6801 


2 


41 


25 


P 


149 


6950 


' 6801 


10 


41 


26 


J 


398 


2001 


1603 




41 


26 


P ^ 


1844 


3512 


1668 


1 A 


'.41 


27 


J 


0 


155 


155 


A 

4 


41 


27 


»P 


0 


155 


155 


10 


41 


31 


P 


139 


^ 0 


- 139 


1 A 
10 


41 


32 


o 


0 


468 


46^ 


n 
I 


41 


32 


P 


0 


468 


468 


10 


41 


36 


o 


8634 


9930 


1296 


3 


41 


36 


P 


8634 


9930 


1296 


3 


41 


45 


j 


398 


2156 


1758 


10 


41 


45 


m 


7368 


6950 


- 418 


10 


<41 


45 


0 


8634 


. 12730 


4096 


10 


41 


45 


P 


179^5 


23347 


5362 


10 
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INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District I --continued 



CPIR liocation 


CPIR Data ^ 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Colunin 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


41 


45 


q 


' 713185 


710168 


- 3017 


3 


41 


46 • 




10627 


10324 


303 


3 


41 


47 


j 


746 


0 


- 746 


7 


41 


47 ■ 


P 


746 


0 


" 746 


10 


41 


48 


j 


952 


0 


- 952 


7 


41 


48 


m 


0 


1187 


1187 


2 


41 


48 


P 


952 


1187 


235 


10 


41 


48 


q 


9560 


15302 


5742 


2 


41 


49 


q 


631 , 


4449 


3S18 


2 


41 


50 


q 


67975 * 


66039 


- 1945 


3 


41 


51 


q 


36715 


35665 


- 1050 


3 


41 


52 


q 


•17905 


0 


-17905 


7 
1 


41 


53 


j 


2096 


2150 


60 


1 0 


41 


53 


m 


'?3G8 


8137 


769 


10 


41 


53 


0 


8634 


12730 


4096 


10 


. 41 


53 


P 


19683 


^533 


4850 


in 


41 


53 . 


q 


854598 


841938 


-14660 


10 


46 


> 1 


b 


501 


0 


- 501 


Q 

O 


46 


2 


b . 


2S415 


34910 


6495 


3 


46 


6 


b 


28916 


34910' 


5994 


10 


46 


6 . 


a 


3484 


2020 


- 1914 


3 


50 


1 


b 


6368 


0 


- G368 


7 


50 


2 


b 


3036 V 


5158 


2122 


7 


50 


3 


b 


24128 


0 


-24128 


7 


50 


4 


b 


33532 


6158 


-28374 


10 


51 


1 


b 


523 


516 


7 


10 
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-7 



INCORRECTLY REPORTED DATA 
State E, District- 1 --continued 



CPIR Location* 


CPIR Data 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Iiine 


Column 


RMC 


Original 


Difference 


. 51 


1 


c 


509 


505 


- 4 


lU 


51 


2 


b 


523 


516 


- 7 


10 


51 


2 


c 


509 


^ 505 


- 4 


10 


52 


1 


b 


55 


48 


- 7 


9 


°54 


1 


c 


1045 


1194 


149 


1 A 

10 


54 


1 . 


e 


464 


316 


-148 


^ A 

10 


54 


5 


c 


1045 


'll94 


149 


^ A 

10 


-^54 


5 


e 


464 


316 


-148 


1 A 

10 


54 


7 

ii 


c 


* 1045 


111 


)4 




7 


54 


8 


e 


357 


21 


17 


-120 


n 
( 


' 54 


9 


e 


107 




f9 


- 29 


n 
I 


55 


7 


k 


1045 




H 


149 


in 


55 


8 


k 


357 




-357 


u 


55 


9 


k ■ 


107 


316 


209 


a 
0 


56 


1 


d 


365 


776 


411 


7 
1 


56 , 


1 


e 


844 


808 


- 32 


7 
# 


56 


5 


c 


0 


155 


155 


1 


56 , 


5 


d 


414 


0 


-414 


7 


56 


8 


c 


0 


155 


155 


10 


56 


8 


d 


779 


776 


- 3 


10 


56 


8 


e 


844 


808 


32 


10 


57 


4 


c 


NA 

u 


1 


NA 


8 


57 


7 


d 


NA 


2 


NA 


8 


58 


1 


c 


115 


0 


-155 


10 


58 


1 


d 


408 


0 


-408 


10 


58 


1 


e 


509 


0 


-509 


•10 



203 2^-;; 



IT ^ 

mCORRKCTLY RKPORTfJD DATA 
^State E, District I --continued 

s 



CPIR Location 


CPIR Data 


\ 
\ 


Error 
Code 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


' RMC 


Original 


Difference 


58 


1 


h 


1032 


0. 


-1032 


H 


10 


58 


3 


e 


109 




- 109 


10 


58 


3 


h 


109 


0 


- 109 


10 


59 


1 


f 


109 


0 


- 109 


10 _ 


59 


2 


f 


100 


0 


- 100 


10. 


60 


1 


c 


100 


0 


- 100 


10 


62 


30 


e 


109 


— \ 


-.109 


10 


62 


30 


i 


139 


— 1 


- 139 


10 




} 








* 














\ 


























■ 




i 



















































• 




— ' 


! 
























1 






















































































t 














\ \ 



















I 



CORl{i:CTLY Ki; PORTED DATA 
State H, District I--continued 



CPER 


Data Element 


Data Value 


CPIR Daiii tlemcnt 


^ Data Value 


Matrix 


Liuc 


Column 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


1 


1 


b 


K , 


2 ^ 


12 


b 


91 


1 


1 


c 


6 


2 


. 13 


b 


90 


1 


1 


d 


7 


2 


14 


b 


78 


1 


1 


e 


12 


2 


17 


c 


44. 


2 


2 


b 


' 115 


2 


17 


e 




2 


2 


c 


2 


•2 • 


17. 


f 


14 


2 


3 ^ 


b 


63 


3 


I 


c 


44 


' 2 


3 


c 




3 


1 


d 


14 




3 , 






3 


1 


e 


2 


2 


3 


f 


4 


4 


1 


b 


1 — 

4,4 


2 




b 


69 


4 


1 


c 


30' 


2 


4 


t 


12. 


4 


io 


c 


38' . 


2 


4 


e 


3 


.5 


29 


c 


15 


2 




f 


4. 


13 


1 


c 


1 


2 


5 


b 


' 64 


14 


1 


h 


2 , • ' 


2 • 


' 5 


c 


11 


19 


1 


d 


3 


2 


5 


e 


6 


21 


1 


a 


3 


2 • 


5 


f 


2 


22 


3 


b 


3 " 


2 


6 


b 


\ 67 


23 


2 


b 


4 


2 


G 


c 


10 

1 


23 


" — f — ■ 

2 


c 


4 


J2 


6 


e 


^ — ^ 

4 


23 


11 


b 


2 


2 


6 


f 


4 


23 


14 


, b 


6 


2 


7 


b 


69 


25 


2 


» b 


1 


2 


■I 

8 


b 


69 


25 


2 


c 


1 


^ . 2 


9 


' b 


. 68 


25 


14', 


b 


1 


2 


10 


b 


68 


25 


ft 




1 


2 


11 


b 


110 


27 


2 


b 


3 



CORRECri.V REPORTED DATA 
State E, District I— continued 



CPIR Aata Element 


Data Value 


CPm Data Element 


Data Value 


Matrix 


Line 


Column 


Matrix 


Lino 


Column 


27 


2 


c 


3 










27 


14 


^ b 


] 3 










/ 17 


! 14 


\ ^ 


3 




A 






47 


1 


b 


44 








47 


1 


d 


44 










47 


1 


e 


16 




\ 






47 


1 


i 


44 










47 


1 


g 


30 






- — ^ 




55 


1 


h 


1509 










55 


5 




1509 












14 


' h 


1509 


■ - * ■ ■■ 








5G 


3 


b 




— X 




i 





56 


' 8 


b 


416 ' 






: 






















































- 










































— 










































































f > 
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